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ABSTRACT 
 
Boyle, Dylan Michael, M.S., Spring 2010             Recreation Management 
 
Evaluating and Comparing Montana’s Geotravelers 
 
Chairperson:  Norma P. Nickerson 
 
   Recently, the state of Montana has taken steps to manage and market its tourism 
industry under the principles of geotourism.  Geotourism is an integrated form of 
sustainable tourism aimed at maintaining and enhancing the geographical character of a 
destination by focusing upon multiple aspects of the travel experience (Stokes, Cook, & 
Drew, 2003).  After an initial study on geotourism in Montana (Boley & Nickerson, 
2009) confirmed the presence of geotravelers in the Crown of the Continent region, 
research interest now lies in learning more about the geotouristic tendencies of visitors at 
the statewide level.  
   The purpose of this study was to investigate the extent to which nonresident 
visitors to Montana are geotravelers based on general travel behavior and the importance 
placed on geotourism attributes while traveling in Montana. A statewide geotourism 
survey instrument was developed for this purpose.  The survey instrument included the 
travel behavior section from the Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI) as well as a 
geotourism attribute importance scale.  Prospective respondents for the study were 
intercepted at gas station, rest areas, and airports throughout the state.  
   Overall, 419 visitors participated in the study from July through September of 
2009.  Results from the study indicate that statewide visitors can be considered 
geotravelers. On a scale from 1 to 6 with 1 representing a non-geotraveler and 6 
representing a perfect geotraveler score, respondents scored an average of 4.34 on the 
travel behavior section of the GSI.  In addition, high mean scores on the majority of geo-
attributes confirms that the statewide respondents in this study are geotravelers.  As 
travelers to the state are in agreement with the principles of geotourism, it is 
recommended that Montana’s tourism industry continues to manage and market itself as a 
geotouristic destination.      
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The concept of place is an essential part of tourism.  In order for tourism to exist, 
people must travel away from their permanent residence to engage in activities in a 
different location (Goeldner & Ritchie, 2009).  Most places are defined by their physical 
boundaries and characteristics, but the social connotations put upon them help to 
construct the shared meaning of place as a tourism destination (Young, 1999a).  Although 
physical constraints can define the management of a destination, the perceptions and 
images associated with the destination can define its market competitiveness 
(Organization, 2002).  As a result, marketers spend a considerable amount of effort 
creating marketing strategies which highlight the uniqueness of a destination and 
distinguish it from competitors. 
Recently, the Montana Office of Tourism embarked upon a marketing 
differentiation strategy with the creation of a tourism branding initiative as part of the 
2008-2012 Montana Tourism and Recreation Strategic Plan (Commerce, 2007).   
Although the branding initiative does include iconic images which are associated with the 
state, the comprehensive plan also provides a set of statements and values associated with 
the brand, identifies a specific target market, and provides an outline for the types of 
communication which are in line with the branding strategy (Tourism, 2007).  The 
overall goal of this initiative was to create a unified marketing strategy which 
differentiates the state from its competitors as a travel destination and attracts “high 
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value/low impact” travelers to the state (Tourism, 2007).  These “high value/low impact” 
travelers were defined as the target market for the new Montana tourism branding 
initiative based upon the ideology of geotourism, a newly materialized form of 
sustainable tourism. 
Although the foundation of geotourism is built upon the past work of sustainable 
tourism, the concept was not defined until 1997 when Jonathan Tourtellot of the National 
Geographic Society defined geotourism as tourism that provides an authentic travel 
experience while at the same time sustaining and even enhancing the geographical 
character of the destination (Stokes, Cook, & Drew, 2003).  Within the definition, 
Tourtellot revealed five aspects of a travel destination which must be supported and 
conserved in order for this type of travel experience to be sustained over time: the local 
environment, heritage, aesthetics, culture, and well-being of its residents (Stokes et al, 
2003). 
Geotourism focuses upon and highlights these unique qualities associated with a 
particular destination to the visitors, local residents, and the destination’s tourism 
industry, in order for all stakeholder groups to understand the value of these qualities in 
sustaining the livelihood of local residents and providing an authentic travel experience 
for visitors over an extended period of time (Boley, 2009)   
  Although geotourism is still a relatively new concept, the state of Montana has 
embraced the principles of geotourism as part of their tourism marketing (geo-marketing) 
and management (geo-management).  In addition to identifying geotravelers as the target 
market for the new Montana tourism branding initiative, the state has also created the 
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Montana Tourism and Recreation Charter, which is based from the “geotourism charter” 
provided by The National Geographic Center for Sustainable Destinations (Destinations, 
2009a).    The goal of this charter is to set forth guiding principles based upon geotourism 
for maintaining the uniqueness of Montana.  National Geographic has also recognized 
Montana as a geotourism destination by publishing “geotourism mapguides” for the 
“Crown of the Continent” (C of C) region of northwest Montana including Glacier 
National Park (Crown Of The Continent, 2009), as well as for the Greater Yellowstone 
area (Greater Yellowstone, 2009).  These mapguides, which are a mix of a traditional 
map and a guide book, highlight a region’s unique character though attractions and local 
businesses which adhere to the principles of geotourism (Boley, 2009).    
In fact, the only academic research on geotourism was based upon the 
introduction of the geotourism mapguide for the C of C region.  In 2008, Boley (2009) 
created a Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI) to study the presence of geotravelers in 
the region.  He was able to conclude that visitors to the C of C region hold attitudes and 
behaviors consistent with the principles of geotourism, indicating the presence of 
geotravelers in the C of C. 
As can be seen from the previous examples, the state of Montana has taken steps 
to include geo-management and geo-marketing strategies into its tourism industry.  
Research conducted in the state also confirmed the presence of travelers who hold 
attitudes and behaviors in line with these principles.  However, what is not known is the 
degree to which nonresident travelers value specific geotouristic attributes related to 
Montana when they visit the state.  Therefore, the goal of this study was to further the 
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knowledge of geotourism research in Montana by widening the scope of research outside 
the C of C to include travelers statewide.  This extension was purposed for three reasons. 
First, by conducting this research at the statewide level, it was determined that visitors 
intercepted in various locations apart from the C of C can be considered geotravelers.  
Secondly, questions related to the importance of geotourism attributes in Montana were 
asked of visitors statewide in order to provide data which are destination specific.  In this 
way, the value these visitors place on Montana’s geotourism attributes can be known, 
instead of simply knowing the attitudes of visitors towards general geotourism attributes 
when they travel.  Lastly, this widening of scope allowed for exploratory research to be 
conducted on the possibility of creating targetable segments of statewide respondents 
with geotouristic tendencies.   
Purpose 
  The purpose of this study was to investigate the extent to which nonresident 
visitors to Montana are geotravelers based on general travel behavior and the importance 
placed on geotourism attributes while traveling in Montana.     
Research Questions 
This study of statewide travelers to Montana addressed the following research questions: 
 R1: Are statewide travelers in Montana geotravelers? 
 R2: What are the most important and least important geotouristic attributes to 
nonresident visitors in Montana? 
R3: Are there targetable segments for statewide travelers with geotraveler 
tendencies? 
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Delimitations 
1. Participants in this study were limited to those who were not residents of the 
state of Montana.  All intercepted visitors 18 years of age or older who fit 
these requirements were asked to participate in the study. 
2. Prospective respondents were intercepted statewide at locations in which all 
travelers to the state, not just geotravelers, have a good probability of 
stopping: gas stations, rest areas, and airports.   
Limitations 
1. Respondents answered the statewide geotourism survey based upon their 
interpretation of the questions.  
2. Not all visitors intercepted for the study returned the questionnaire. 
Assumptions 
1. All respondents truthfully answered the survey questions. 
2. The sample selected for this study was representative of the population of 
travelers visiting the state of Montana during July, August, and September of 
2009.   
Significance of the Study 
  The significance of this statewide geotourism study is threefold.  First, this study 
incorporates destination specific geotourism attributes into the survey instrument in order 
to understand the level of importance travelers around the state place upon these 
attributes when traveling in Montana.  Secondly, since the state of Montana has taken the 
principles of geotourism into their fundamental management and marketing strategies for 
tourism, it is important to determine if travelers throughout the state behave in a 
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geotouristic fashion.  If only travelers to certain regions of the state behave in such a way, 
then an overall geotourism strategy of management and marketing might not be 
appropriate for the Montana tourism industry.  Third, the exploratory research question 
can provide backing for the notion that there is not a single “geotraveler” since both the 
Travel Industry Association and the state of Montana have identified multiple segments 
of the geotraveler.  Overall, this study seeks to determine if the visitors who travel to the 
state are in line with the efforts of the state of Montana to conduct themselves in a 
geotouristic fashion.  
Thesis Organization 
Chapter two begins with an in depth discussion of geotourism followed by the 
introduction of a geotourism marketing and management framework which guides the 
literature review.  As this research was essentially conducted for marketing purposes, 
much of chapter two focuses upon concepts related to the discipline including destination 
marketing, market segmentation, and how these two have been discussed and 
implemented in Montana.  Chapter three classifies the methodological approach behind 
the study while chapter four presents the results.  Chapter five includes a discussion of 
the results from chapter four as well as the implications of this study and suggestions for 
future research. 
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CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Introduction 
This literature review is predicated on the conceptual framework of geotourism as 
the guide for sustainable marketing and management.   First, the concept of geotourism 
will be defined and discussed, including how the concept differs from other types of 
tourism, followed by the introduction of a geotourism marketing and management 
framework.  This will be followed by sections in the chapter discussing the elements 
within the framework.  Background information on destination marketing, including 
destination image and destination branding will be presented followed by a section 
related to market segmentation and how the concept has been used in tourism research.  
A short synopsis of tourism in Montana follows, along with examples of how the state 
has adopted the principles of geotourism into the marketing (geo-marketing) and 
management (geo-management) of the destination.  Finally, a conceptual foundation for 
the survey instrument used in the study is established.    
Section 1: Geotourism    
The notion of “mass tourism” is a blanket term for tourism operations worldwide 
that are focused on the standardization of products and services and can be synonymous 
with large-scale operations (Perez & Sampol, 2000). Although mass tourism was once 
seen as a solution to economic struggles and unemployment in destination areas, it has 
been suggested that mass tourism’s impacts outweigh its benefits through unequal and 
overdevelopment, environmental degradation, loss of culture, and economic dominance 
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of the local tourism industry by outsiders (Honey, 2008).  These types of issues have lead 
to the development of more sustainable and socially aware approaches to tourism 
development (Middleton & Hawkins, 1988). 
Geotourism is an emerging branch of tourism focused upon sustaining and 
enhancing the geographical character of a destination with the goal of providing an 
authentic travel experience (Stokes et al, 2003).  The foundation of geotourism is built 
upon the past work of sustainable tourism but seeks to integrate various types of travel 
experiences, not just environmental travel such as ecotourism, into a single approach by 
focusing upon a destination’s unique environment, aesthetics, culture, heritage, and well-
being of its local residents (Stokes et al, 2003).  Employing this type of holistic technique 
to tourism has multiple advantages.  First, geotourism has the ability to provide visitors 
with a desirable “authentic” experience by focusing upon the unique qualities associated 
with a particular destination.  Second, highlighting these qualities to both the visitors and 
the destination’s tourism industry, the distinct identity of the area can be sustained or 
even enhanced, providing that authentic travel experience over an extended period of 
time.  Ideally, the destination is not forced to adapt to the demands of tourism, which 
keeps the unique character of place intact (Boley, 2009).   
 As mentioned above, the fundamentals of geotourism are based upon the 
foundation of sustainable tourism, which has its roots in the concept of sustainable 
development introduced in Our Common Future (Development, 1987).  The report states 
that “sustainable development seeks to meet the needs and aspirations of the present 
without compromising the ability to meet those of the future.”   This concept was brought 
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into a tourism context by Butler (1993) who defined sustainable tourism as tourism that 
sustains its viability in a given area over an indefinite period of time without altering or 
degrading the human or physical environment.  
Over time, the general concept of sustainable tourism has developed numerous 
offshoots, for example, ecotourism.  Although ecotourism has various definitions 
(Fennell, 2001: Honey, 2008), it can be generally seen as a nature based type of tourism 
focused upon environmental education and sustainable management (Blamey, 2001).  
Geotourism can also be viewed as a branch of sustainable tourism, but the 
multidirectional nature of the concept differentiates itself from other models of 
sustainable tourism.  In fact, Boley (2009) argues that the holistic nature of geotourism 
actually encompasses many of the subdivisions of sustainable tourism including: 
ecotourism (Ceballos-Lascuráin, 1996; Scheyvens, 1999), cultural heritage tourism 
(Boyd, 2002; Kang & Moscardo, 2006; Moscardo & Pearce, 1999), community-based 
tourism (Blackstock, 2005; Joppe, 1996), integrated rural tourism (Clark & Chabrel, 
2007; Ilbery, Saxena, & Kneafsey, 2007; Oliver & Jenkins, 2003; Saxena, Clark, Oliver, 
& Ilbery, 2007) and pro-poor tourism (Ashley & Roe, 2002).  
Figure 1 visually demonstrates the inclusive approach of geotourism in place-
based tourism (Thompson, 2007).  By integrating these branches of sustainable tourism 
into a holistic approach, an authentic visitor experience can be achieved while also 
preserving the geographical character of a region and benefiting the local economy.  This 
balance has the possibility of providing a destination with a sustainable long term 
competitive advantage if the principles of geotourism are incorporated into the 
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management and marketing philosophies of the destination.  The following section 
introduces the geotourism marketing and management framework which will guide the 
rest of the literature review.      
Figure 1: Geotourism’s inclusive approach on place‐based tourism 
 
     Thompson (2007) 
    
Section 2: Conceptual Framework 
  The following framework (Figure 2) is presented as a way to conceptualize 
geotourism as a sustainable marketing and management strategy for travel destinations.  
However, in order to reach the point of potentially implementing this strategy, the 
destination must first go through a series of transformations.  First and foremost, it must 
be understood that in its essence, tourism is based around geographical places which are 
socially constructed as travel destinations (Young, 1999a).  Further, the identity of these 
places evolve and are reinforced as a travel destination through the use of unique images  
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Figure 2: Conceptualizing Geotourism as a Sustainable Marketing and Management Framework
Tourism is based around geographical places 
consciously constructed as travel destinations.
Place identity evolves and is reinforced as a travel 
destination through unique image association. 
A comprehensive branding strategy emerges in order to 
differentiate a destination from its competitors. 
Principles of geotourism serve as a foundation for sustaining 
the geographical sense of place and provide a long term 
competitive edge through geo-management and geo-
marketing.
Geo-management:  Philosophical foundation 
using community connectedness to guide the 
planning and development of public and 
private spaces. 
Geo-marketing:  Foundational marketing built 
around the harmony of host and guests’ likes, 
dislikes, and relationships.  Instead of fitting the 
destination to the visitor, geo-marketing and 
management fit the visitor to the destination.
National Geographic Geotourism Charter 
Montana Tourism and Recreation Charter Geotourism Mapguides 
Montana Branding Initiative 
Market Segmentation (Stokes et al, 2003) 
Geotouristic travelers Importance of geo-attributes 
Marketing Implications Management Implications 
Stakeholder Groups 
Local Resources 
Define Target Markets 
Marketing Communications 
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associated with the destination (Morgan, Pritchard, & Pride, 2004).  Recently, the 
concept of branding a destination, which includes the use of these unique destination 
images, has gained more attention as a way to further differentiate a destination from its 
competitors  (Blain et al, 2005).  This type of branding has both management and 
marketing implications for a destination.  From a management prospective, the needs of a 
multitude of stakeholder groups must be met while also properly managing local 
resources (Buhalis, 2000; Buhalis & Fletcher, 1995; Sautter & Leisen, 1999).  In 
addition, it is important that marketing startegies are in line with the management 
principles of the destination in order to create a unified foundation for the future success 
of the destination (Middleton & Hawkins, 1988).  However, many marketing strategies 
have failed to properly acknowledge the strengths and weaknesses associated with each 
destination’s geographic, environmental, and socio-cultural characteristics  (Buhalis, 
2000).  By encorporating the principles of geotourism into the marketing and 
management philosophies of a destination, a better understanding of a destination’s 
unique characteristics can be achieved, thus sustaining the geographic character of place 
and possibly providing a long term competitive advantage for the destination.     
 “Geo-management” is aimed at providing a philosophical foundation to guide the 
planning and development of public and private spaces as well as the conservation of 
resources.  This management foundation relies upon community involvement not only for 
these processes, but for building local businesses and partnerships which help to protect 
and enhance the distinctive features of the destination in order to create and maintain a 
unique travel experience for the visitor (Destinations, 2009a).  The best example of geo-
management comes from The National Geographic Center for Sustainable Destinations.  
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The Center has introduced a “Geotourism Charter” that provides a template of 
geotourism management principles for a variety of travel destinations, ranging in scope 
from nations to towns, but also includes international organizations.  Although this 
charter only serves as a template, and can be adjusted to the fit a particular destination, 
the overall goal remains unchanged: to provide an all-inclusive approach to destination 
management which helps to main the integrity of place while also ensuring the 
satisfaction of travelers (Destinations, 2009a).  Ideally, these travelers will not only return 
for a future trip but will recommend the destination to family and friends who desire to 
have that same kind of unique travel experience (Destinations, 2009a).  This cyclical 
process provides a continual demand for the destination (Destinations, 2009a).    
 “Geo-marketing” incorporates the ideals of geo-management into a 
comprehensive strategy which allows the destination to create its philosophy apart from 
the demands of visitors.  In this sense, the destination is not forced to adapt to the needs 
of the visitor, the visitor adapts to the destination which can aid in sustaining the 
geographical sense of place unique to the destination (Boley, 2009).  Marketing 
reinforces the principles of geotourism to the traveling public through such avenues as 
the National Geographic Geotourism MapGuides.  These map and guidebook hybrids 
highlight a region’s unique character through attractions and local businesses which 
adhere to the principles of geotourism (Boley, 2009).  By using these types of 
communications, a destination can not only reach a wider audience of travelers, but can 
stress the importance of conservation and supporting local economies to these travelers so 
that they will become aware of their actions before, during, and after their visits (Boley, 
2009).  Having this type of information accessible also allows visitors who have 
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geotouristic tendencies to act upon them, which reinforces geotouristic behavior (Boley, 
2009).  
 Overall, geo-marketing can increase demand for traveler services that incorporate 
geotouristic values.  This is what truly helps to keep the geographical character of place 
intact and continues to yield a competitive advantage for the destination while attracting 
new travelers who seek the type of unique travel experience provided by the destination.    
 With this said, the state of Montana has incorporated both geo-management and 
geo-marketing into their tourism branding strategy.  However, the question remains, are 
visitors who travel to the state in agreement with the principles of geotourism?   
The following sections discuss each element of the purposed framework (Figure 
2) in depth, beginning with conceptualizing tourism as a geographic place.  
Section 3: Tourism, Place, and Destination 
Due to the complexity and interdisciplinary nature of tourism, the concept has 
proven difficult to define (Echtner & Jamal, 1997).  In fact, within academic research, a 
multitude of contradictory and complementary definitions of tourism have been posed.  
However, through the differences, a common theme arises: tourism involves traveling 
away from one’s residence.  Although not all travel constitutes tourism, it is important to 
note that all tourism requires travel (Mill & Morrison, 2002).  In this respect, The United 
Nations World Tourism Organization (WTO) accepted definition of tourism echoes this 
common thread.  “Tourism comprises the activities of persons traveling to and staying in 
places outside their usual environment for not more than one consecutive year for leisure, 
business, and other purposes” (Goeldner & Ritchie, 2009, p.7). 
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 This definition utilizes the term “place” to describe where people travel in order 
to engage in touristic activities.  In this example, the interdisciplinary nature of tourism 
can be seen in the utilization of the geographical concept of place.   
Agnew (1987) describes place as having three key meanings.  Elementarily, place 
can be viewed as a particular spot on the earth.  Secondly, the sense of place can be 
described as, “the subjective feelings people have about places, including the role of 
place in their individual and group identity” (Castree, 2003, p.167).  Lastly, the pattern 
involved in the actions of people throughout daily life can give meaning to place as locale 
(Agnew, 1987).  
 Tuan (1996) chooses a slightly different approach.  He states that place can be 
viewed in two ways: physically as a spatial location and as one’s societal status.  He 
points out that these two become interconnected, especially with the temporal 
ethnocentric practice of giving meaning or personality to a particular place (Tuan, 1996).  
In other words, through time and experience, sense of place is created.  In this respect, 
people’s beliefs and values are seen in the creation of place.   
 However, Tuan (1996) is careful to distinguish the personality of a place and the 
notion of sense of place, by stating that human beings, not physical places, can have a 
sense of place.  “People demonstrate their sense of place when they apply their moral and 
aesthetic discernment to sites and locations” (Tuan, 1996, p.446).  Discourse is the main 
avenue in which place meanings are communicated.  Specifically, discourse is “a specific 
ensemble of ideas, concepts, and categorizations that are produced, reproduced, and 
transformed in a particular set of practices through which meaning is given physical and 
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social realities”  (Hajer, 1997, p.44).  Only through these human avenues of 
communication does place exist in the collective conscious and values are attached.  We 
can therefore conclude that place, and sense of place, are socially constructed (Young, 
1999b). 
 In the context of tourism, geographical places are consciously constructed as 
travel destinations.  (See references in Young , 1999a).  Further, the marketing of a 
tourist destination, including creating a unique destination image and the activity of 
branding a destination are examples of individuals and organizations not only creating a 
sense of place, but reinforcing those attributes associated with the destination to visitors 
and prospective visitors (Morgan et al, 2004). 
During a 2002 think tank conducted by The World Tourism Organization (WTO), 
a working definition of a local tourism destination was established.  This definition 
provides both the physical and social connotations of place discussed previously in this 
section by prominent geographers. 
“A local tourism destination is a physical space in which a visitor spends at least 
one overnight. It includes tourism products such as support services and attractions, and 
tourism resources within one day´s return travel time. It has physical and administrative 
boundaries defining its management, images and perceptions defining its market 
competitiveness. Local tourism destinations incorporate various stakeholders often 
including a host community, and can nest and network to form larger destinations" 
(Organization, 2002). 
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This definition serves two important purposes.  First, it clearly demonstrates the 
multi-faceted nature of a tourism destination by stating the various entities and 
stakeholders involved with the process of creating and maintaining a destination.  
Secondly, it reinforces the notion that the images and perceptions associated with a 
destination are constructed and reinforced in order to uniquely position the destination in 
the minds of consumers.  The concept of destination marketing addresses both of these 
points. 
Section 4: Destination Marketing 
From a simplistic economic perspective, destination marketing can be seen as an 
exchange process between the supply-side and the demand-side of tourism (Pike, 2004).  
In the case of tourism, the supply-side can be defined as the professional sector of the 
tourism industry which provides products and services, while the demand-side constitutes 
consumers in the form of travelers (Murphy, 1985).  Marketing is used in this sense as a 
social and managerial process focused upon creating and exchanging value between these 
individuals and organizations (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010, p. 5).   
Although this exchange process is the foundation for marketing, the notion of 
building strong relationships with customers has recently become the focus of the 
marketing practice (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010, p. 6).  It is important to build these 
relationships in order to forge profitable long lasting bonds with customers in which 
companies also receive value in return from the customer (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010, p. 
13).  The American Marketing Association (AMA, 2010) has combined the foundational 
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exchange process and the need for building customer relationships into their 
contemporary definition of marketing. 
“Marketing is an organizational function and a set of processes for creating, 
communicating, and delivering value to customers and for managing customer 
relationships in ways that benefit the organization and its stakeholders.” 
Stakeholders in this sense can include customers, clients, and business partners as 
well as society at large (AMA, 2010).  This type of relationship building is critical to the 
success of destination marketing. 
Research conducted on the concept of destination marketing often connotes an 
association with a variety of public or private organizations.  These organizations range 
in scope from small private tourism businesses to local, state, regional, and national 
tourism offices and organizations which are responsible for marketing destinations within 
their respective capacity (Pike, 2004).  Particular attention has been paid to destination 
marketing organizations (DMO’s), which tend to be associated with local, regional, or 
national governments and are responsible for marketing an identifiable destination  (Pike, 
2004; Buhallis 2000; Gretzel, Yuan, & Fesenmaier, 2000; Gretzel, Fesenmaier, Formica, 
& O'Leary, 2006).  These destination marketing organizations must also manage the 
interests of the various tourism stakeholders including: the host population, tourism 
enterprises, tour operators, the public sector, and the visitors  (Buhalis & Fletcher, 1995). 
Literature has addressed the difficulties faced by DMO’s in attempting to include the 
interests of all groups while maintaining the proper management of local resources with 
the satisfaction of visitors  (Buhalis, 2000; Buhalis & Fletcher, 1995; Sautter & Leisen, 
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1999).  In this sense, the ability to manage a destination is directly linked to the 
successful marketing of a destination.  Middleton and Hawkings (1998, p.8) speak about 
the implications of marketing as a function of sustainable management of a destination: 
“A marketing perspective is essentially an overall management orientation 
reflecting corporate attitudes that, in the case of travel and tourism, must balance the 
interests of shareholders/owners with the long-run environmental interests of a 
destination and at the same time meet the demands and expectations of customers.”  
Although it is suggested that this type of balance is necessary for sustaining a 
viable travel destination, Buhalis (2000) states that traditional tourism marketing 
practices have treated tourism as a routine commodity with the primary focus of 
increasing visitation.  However, this traditional approach fails to acknowledge the 
strengths as well as the limitations of the socio-cultural, environmental, and geographical 
characteristics of each individual destination (Buhalis, 2000).  Through a better 
understanding of the dynamic characteristics of the destination, marketers can begin to 
create a unique marketing strategy which addresses the needs of the traveler as well as 
those of other involved stakeholders, while also maintaining local resources (Sautter & 
Leisen, 1999). 
In order to formulate this type of strategy, many elements of destination 
management and destination marketing must be employed (Buhalis D. , 2000).  The 
following section focuses upon two particular aspects of destination marketing which are 
especially pertinent to this research. 
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Destination Image 
Destination image research has been a dominate area of tourism research since 
Hunt’s (1975) seminal work which examined the role of image in tourism development. 
A multitude of definitions related to destination image exist in the literature (see Echtner 
& Ritchie, 2003).  A commonly cited definition comes from  Crompton (1979), who 
states that the concept can be viewed as the sum of beliefs, ideas, and impressions that a 
visitor holds of a particular destination.  Others have cited Lawson and Baud-Bovy 
(1977), who believe the concept of destination image can include the expression of all 
objective knowledge, impressions, prejudice, imaginations, and emotional thoughts an 
individual or group might have of a particular place or destination.   
Jenkins (1999) suggests this definition is more applicable than the definition 
provided by Crompton (1979) because it addresses the notion that members of groups, in 
addition to the individual, can hold similar aspects of an image.  This is particularly 
important in marketing because this common ground allows for market segmentation as 
well as the formation of specific marketing strategies which utilize unique and 
competitive brand images for products, services, events, and destinations (Jenkins, 1999; 
Park & Petrick, 2006). 
Some researchers have argued that destination image is in fact a multidimensional 
construct with two primary dimensions: cognitive and affective (Lawson & Baud-Bovy, 
1977).  According to Baloglu and McCleary (1999a), the cognitive dimension of 
destination image refers to the beliefs and knowledge about the physical attributes of a 
destination.  The affective dimension can be interpreted as a person’s assessment of their 
21 
 
feelings towards the attributes and the surrounding environments (Baloglu & McCleary, 
1999b). 
Examples of these two components can be seen in destination image research 
conducted in Montana, in which vacationers to the state were asked how they would 
describe Montana (Nickerson & Boyle, 2009).  Environmental and aesthetic responses 
elicited notions of scenery including mountains, rivers, valleys and prairies, abundant 
wildlife, and the notion of an expansive day and nighttime sky, which has lead to 
Montana’s reputation as “Big Sky Country” (Nickerson & Boyle, 2009).  Other 
respondents spoke about Montana in terms of Native American and early American 
pioneer history as well as the ‘cowboy and ranch’ culture of contemporary Montana. The 
outward friendliness of the residents of the state was also described at length in the 
responses.  
These types of comments are the cognitive basis for the respondent’s vision of 
Montana as a travel destination.   In addition to these established beliefs about the 
tangible attributes of the destination, (i.e. attributes related to the environment, aesthetic 
qualities, and cultural heritage of Montana) many of the respondents also spoke about the 
positive emotions which these attributes elicited.  In addition, many of the respondents 
stated that their initial affective responses played a large role in their decision to revisit 
the state for another vacation (Nickerson & Boyle, 2009).  This positive appraisal of 
Montana’s image as a travel destination also helps to build destination loyality (Hosany, 
Ekinci, & Uysal, 2006) because these respondents are associating all of these images with 
Montana as one destination.  Recently, researchers have become particulary interested in 
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using these images to help “brand” a destination (Morgan et al, 2004).  A discussion of 
the concept of destination branding occurs below followed by an overview of branding 
research which has been conducted within Montana.    
Destination Branding 
The concept of branding was been widely accepted and extensively practiced in 
traditional marketing.  One of the most commonly used definitions of the concept comes 
from Aaker (1991), in which he states that branding is used “to identify the goods and 
services of either one seller or a group of sellers, and to differentiate those goods or 
services from those of competitors” (p.7).  Although destination branding derives its 
meaning from traditional marketing, it differs in the fact that the seller is actually the 
destination itself (Blain et al, 2005).  Therefore, a destination brand is related to the 
perceived goods and services associated with a particular place and is reflected by the 
associations held by the visitors to that place  (Cai, 2002).  
Although destination branding has been discussed within academic literature, it 
has been suggested that there is a lack of published research on destination branding as it 
applies to tourism  (Murphy et al, 2007; Pike, 2004).  Destination branding can be seen as 
a four part marketing strategy aimed at influencing a consumers destination choice by 
differentiating itself from other destinations  (Blain et al, 2005). 
“Destination branding is the set of marketing activities that (1) support the 
creation of a name, symbol, logo, word mark or other graphic that readily identifies and 
differentiates a destination; that (2) consistently convey the expectation of a memorable 
travel experience that is uniquely associated with the destination; that (3) serve to 
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consolidate and reinforce the emotional connection between the visitor and the 
destination; and that (4) reduce consumer search costs and perceived risk. Collectively, 
these activities serve to create a destination image that positively influences consumer 
destination choice.”  (Blain et al, 2005, p.337) 
The first aspect of this definition leads to the primary goal of destination 
branding, which is to develop a unique identity in the market by differentiating one 
destination from competing destinations (Morgan et al, 2004).  This goal can be 
accomplished through cognitive and affective image building (Hosany et al, 2006; Park 
& Petrick, 2006; Prebensen, 2007).  Similar to the multidimensionality associated with 
destination image (Lawson & Baud-Bovy, 1977), destination branding can also be 
characterized as being a two dimensional construct.   The representational dimension of 
destinaton branding refers to attributes associated with an individual’s self-expression, 
while the functional dimension is associated with the tangible aspects of a destination 
including the sun, reefs, sky, and culture  (Caldwell & Freire, 2004).  In order for a 
destination brand strategy to be effective, the emotional connection between the visitor 
and the destination must be harnessed and nutured by the supply-side (Blain et al, 2005).   
It can be seen in this definition, and in work by other researchers, that the process 
of branding a destination aides in the creation of a destination or brand image  (Blain et 
al, 2005; Cai, 2002).  Others have debated the extent to which the two concepts are 
related (Tasci & Kozak, 2006), while Pritchard and Morgan (2001) have argued that the 
two are entirely related but not causal.   
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Through the confusion of defining and identifying the relationship between 
destination brand and destination image, the most salient issue for marketers involves the 
overlap between what products, services, meanings, and assets are actually offered by the 
destination and what the consumer percieves is offered by the destination (Tasci & 
Kozak, 2006).  Essentially, all of the attributes related to a destination can be viewed as 
the overall image projected by the destination.  In addition, the attributes perceived by the 
consumer can be acknowledged as the received image.  Therefore, the amount of 
commonality between the destination’s projected image and the image received by the 
consumer can be seen as a determinate of the success of the marketing efforts of the 
destination (Tasci & Kozak, 2006).  
It is especially important for marketers to have this ability to determine the 
amount of overlap because, in turn, they can identify any disconnect between the 
projected and received image and can reposition the destination brand accordingly 
(Baloglu & McCleary, 1999a; Pike, 2004).  Ultimately, when a destination brand is 
positioned correctly, it is able to consistently meet the expectations of the visitor while 
providing a unique and memorable travel experience (Blain et al, 2005).  If these visitors 
maintain a positive association with the travel destination, the possibility of repeat trips 
and subsequent brand loyalty can arise.  This type of relationship reduces the percieved 
risk in vaction decision making for the consumer as well as reducing the amount of time 
and money spent in searching for a vacation destination (Pritchard, Howard, & Havitz, 
1992).  As a result, the destination has achieved its goal of differentiating itself from the 
competition by creating a unique marketing strategy which has the ability to influence the 
decision making process of prospective visitors as well as repeat visitors. 
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Destination Brand Research in Montana 
Research on destination branding at it pertains to the State of Montana has been 
conducted by Nickerson and Moisey (1999).  The purpose of their study was to create a 
simplistic branding and positioning philosophy based upon visitors’ experiences with the 
destination, and specifically which physical features attracted the visitors to Montana.  By 
focusing primarily on the concrete attributes of the travel destination such as mountains, 
rivers, Glacier and Yellowstone National Parks, and Native American culture, Nickerson 
and Moisey (1999) were able to segment the respondents into five distinct groups.  By 
understanding the commonalities and differences between the groups, the researchers 
were able to suggest a marketing strategy based upon the use of images specifically 
associated with Montana.  Employing these destination specific icons has the ability to 
help differentiate a destination from its competitors (Pritchard & Morgan, 1996) and in 
this case, can differentiate Montana from other western states (Nickerson & Moisey, 
1999).  A recent study on generic versus iconic advertising images in South Carolina 
suggests that promoting well-known iconic assests provides the best opportunity for a 
destination to enchance its marketability as a unique destination over competitors  (Litvin 
& Mouri, 2009).  
In order for a branding strategy to be successful, market segmentation must be 
used in order to understand the commanalities and differences between groups as a way 
to identify potential target markets in order to focus marketing efforts.  A review of the 
concept of market segmentation is presented below.      
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Section 5: Market Segmentation 
 The concept of market segmentation is a fundamental component of modern 
marketing.  The concept first appeared in academic literature in the 1950s (Smith, 1956) 
and was quickly accepted with further refinement in the next two decades by many others 
including: Yankelovich (1964), Barnett (1969), Myers and Tauber (1977), Wilkie and 
Cohen (1977) and Wind (1978).  
Market segmentation is the process of separating an overall market into groups of 
people with similar product or service needs for the purpose of designing a marketing 
strategy that correctly matches these needs of consumers who are in a particular segment 
(Dibb, Simkin, Pride, & Ferrell, 1994).  It is important to note that this process makes the 
assumption that the total market is not entirely homogeneous (i.e. that market segments 
do exist) (Beane & Ennis, 1987). 
Therefore, individuals within a segment should be similar to each other 
(homogeneity), while the differences between segments should be substantial 
(heterogeneity) (Moscardo, Pearce, & Morrison, 2001; Solomon, 1992). Beane and Ennis 
(1987) state that market segmentation is undertaken for two major reasons 
1) “to look for new product opportunities or areas which may be receptive to 
current product repositioning” (p.20) 
2) “to create improved advertising messages by gaining a better understanding of 
one’s customers” (p.20) 
 
According to Kotler and Armstrong (2010, p.200), in order for market 
segmentation to be successful, each segment must possess four characteristics: 
measurability, accessibility, substantiality, and actionability.  In other words, a segment 
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must be easy to measure in order to determine the size and purchasing power of the 
segment (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010, p. 200).  Secondly, a segment must be accessible 
and effectively reached through various types of marketing vehicles including both 
promotion and distribution (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010, p. 200).  The segment must also 
be substantial enough to provide the potential of profitability (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010, 
p. 200).  Lastly, the organization must understand the degree to which effective 
marketing programs can be created and implemented for attracting and serving the 
segments identified (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010, p. 201). 
Although groups can be segmented in any number of ways, the four most popular 
forms of market segmentation are geographic, demographic, psychographic, and 
behavioral (Elliott & Glynn, 1998; Kotler & Armstrong, 2010, p.192).  Geographic 
segmentation involves dividing the market into groups according to geographical units 
such as towns, cities, counties, regions, states, and nations (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010, p. 
193).  These groups can be further classified into subdivisions, cities or other distinctions 
including rural or urban places of residence  (Arcury & Christianson, 1993; Berenguer, 
Corraliza, & Martin, 2005).  
Demographic variables used in segmentation include: age, gender, income, family 
size, occupation, education, religion, race, and nationality (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010, p. 
194).  It has been suggested that this is the most prevalent form of market segmentation 
because individuals are placed on concrete scales of measurement, the information 
needed is easily interpreted, and the results are transferable from one study to another  
(Beane & Ennis, 1987). This ease of use allows for the quick development of marketing 
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campaigns (Moscardo et al, 2001).  Lastly, although this strategy allows for clearly 
defined segments, it is suggested that an entire market cannot be adequately segmented 
using demographic information alone (Beane & Ennis, 1987). 
It should be mentioned that both geographic and demographic segmentation are a 
priori approaches, meaning both techniques are implemented before the data are analyzed 
(Moscardo et al, 2001).  In contrast, both psychographic and behavioral segmentation are 
a posteriori procedures.  These segments are determined by the results of the data 
analysis instead of by the researcher ahead of time (Moscardo et al, 2001).   
As opposed to segmenting a market based exclusively on concrete variables such 
as age or gender, psychographic segmentation focuses upon personality characteristics, 
beliefs, values and lifestyle (Beane & Ennis, 1987).  It is suggested that psychographic 
segmentation is based upon the notion that attitudes, personality, lifestyle, and opinions 
of people determine their behavior as consumers (Swarbrooke & Horner, 1999).  In this 
sense, although psychographic information is more difficult to define than demographic 
information due to its intangible qualities, it can provide marketers with greater detail 
regarding the characteristics of a target group beyond simply how much money they 
make (Wells, 1975).  
The fourth general form of segmentation is known as behavioral segmentation.  
Segmenting variables commonly refer to the consumer’s relationship with a product or 
service (Swarbrook & Horner, 1999), and include: types and frequency of use, benefits 
sought, purchase occasion, user status, and attitude and loyalty toward the product (Elliott 
& Glynn, 1998; Moscardo et al 2001; Swarbrooke et al, 1999).  This type of segmention 
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is backed by the belief that the overall benefits consumers are seeking from a given 
product or service are the fundamental reasons for the existence of market segments  
(Haley, 1968).  In other words, market segments would not need to exist if all consumers 
realized the exact same benefits from a particular product or service.   However, in reality 
consumers are looking for different benefits and therefore behavioral segmention 
provides a technique for identifiying these groups and allowing marketers to 
accommodate these unique benefits (Beane & Ennis, 1987).   
Market segmentation is a popular concept in tourism literature (see Dolnicar, 
2002, for a systematic review of 42 published works from the past two decades).  An 
example of various types of market segmention mentioned above can be seen in the 
destination branding research conducted on the state of Montana  (Nickerson & Moisey, 
1999).  Nickerson and Moisey (1999) effectively blended psychographic and behavioral 
segmentation to understand the motives for visitors traveling to Montana as well as their 
travel group size, trip length, trip expenditures, and frequency and use of travel planning 
information.  This technique allowed the researchers to create market segments unique to 
Montana on the basis of the visitors’ relationships to the destination image or images 
associated with Montana (Sirgy, 1982). 
Market segmentation is also becoming a popular concept within the realm of 
sustainable tourism including ecotourism and geotourism, although relatively few papers 
have been published on the subject.  Much of this research began simply with the 
segmentation of visitors based upon activity preference.  For example, Pearce and Wilson 
(1995) created three segments of wildlife viewing international tourists to New Zealand 
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by chosen activity, while Eagles (1995) segmented the market of nature-based 
recreationist experiences into four types of sustainable tourism: car camping, adventure 
tourism, wilderness travel, and ecotourism. In addition, Twynnam & Robinson (1997) 
segmented Canadian respondents into four groups (enthusiasts, adventurers, naturalist, 
and escapists) according to ecotourism activity preferences.  
 Although useful, this process has been criticized for a number of reasons. In a 
literature review of market segmentation in sustainable tourism, Palacio and McCool 
(1997) suggest that although these examples found differences in activity-based and 
recreation behavior, stronger methods including psychographic and behavioral 
characteristics should be used to segment travelers related to sustainable tourism.   In 
addition, Wight (2001) has argued that the generalized or average ‘ecotourist’ is not a 
single homogeneous market segment. Both of these issues have been addressed by a 
number of studies seeking to segment the general ecotourist into groups on the basis of 
variables other than simply recreation activity or demographics. 
Motivational characteristics are one way used to identify and segment ecotourists.  
Boo (1990) segmented nature-based tourists into four groups according to the level of 
importance they placed upon protected areas when choosing a country as a travel 
destination; Galloway (2002) segmented visitors to Canadian parks according to the 
psychographic characteristic of motivation and sensation seeking.   
Social and environmental values have also been used as the basis for 
segmentation.  In determining the potential ecotourist market in Australia, Blamey and 
Braithwaite (1997) utilized a social values segmentation to determine the potential of the 
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ecotourism market among Australian citizens.  The New Ecological Paradigm  (Dunlap, 
Van Liere, Mertig, & Jones, 2000) has also been used as the basis for segmenting nature-
based tourists in both the United Kingdom and the United States  (Luzar, Diagne, Gan, & 
Henning, 1998; Zografos & Allcroft, 2007).  Summer tourists to Austria were segmented 
based upon the values they placed upon the protection of the natural environment 
(Dolnicar, 2004). 
Segmentation by travel benefits has also been utilized. McCool and Reilly (1993) 
created four groups of nonresident visitors to state parks in Montana by segmenting 
visitors based upon expected benefits from visiting the parks.  Results show that each 
segment differed on preferences for facilities, participation rates in certain recreational 
activities, and in spending patterns.  Similarly, Palacio and McCool (1997) conducted a 
segmentation of visitors to Belize, a well-known ecotourism destination, based upon 
expected benefits of their experiences.   
Respondents to eco-lodges have also been segmented in a number of ways. 
Weaver and Lawton (2002) segmented overnight visitors to two eco-lodges in the Gold 
Coast of Australia based upon behavioral characteristic which revealed three groups of 
ecotourists (structured, harder, and softer ecotourists). Recently, Kwan, Eagles, and 
Gebhardt (2008) used an a priori segmentation of three price related ecotourism groups to 
examine visitors to six eco-lodges in Belize and their trip characteristics as well as their 
travel motivations.  
 Segmentation of visitors according to the principles of geotourism has also been 
conducted.  Geotourism: The New Trend in Travel by The Travel Industry Association of 
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America (TIA), is the seminal piece of literature on geotourism segmentation.  This study 
by Stokes et al (2003) focused on the environmental and cultural attitudes and behaviors 
of American travelers. American travelers are classified as adults who have taken at least 
one trip of 50 miles or more (one way) away from home, and/or spent one or more nights 
away from their home within the past three years (Stokes et al, 2003).  This classification 
creates a total of 154 million eligible adults, of whom 144 million have traveled within 
the past year, and 49 million who have taken five or more trips within the past year 
(Stokes et al, 2003). The overall goal of the study was to determine if the attitudes and 
behaviors of these travelers could lead to potential sustainable tourism behavior, and if 
so, lead to valuable information regarding consumer expectations of travel industry 
suppliers of goods and services (Stokes, et al, 2003).  
Attitude and behavior questions related to the five dimensions of geotourism were 
asked of this overall travel market.  Within this overall travel market, over 60 percent had 
positive attitudes towards protecting and preserving the culture and environment of travel 
destinations (Stokes, et al, 2003). In addition, responses showed that many respondents 
are inclined to support travel companies that actively practice a sound geotouristic 
business ideology such as protecting and preserving the local culture and environment of 
a destination, employing local people and supporting local communities, serving local 
foods and cuisine, and support of local historical and cultural sites, events, and 
preservation efforts (Stokes, et al, 2003).  These respondents also stated they were willing 
to pay more to use travel companies and businesses that act in such a manner (Stokes, et 
al, 2003).     
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Although information gleaned from the overall sample is important, Stokes et al 
(2003) state that these travelers can differ in their beliefs about destination stewardship 
and responsible tourism.  Therefore, a psychographic and behavioral segmentation was 
undertaken using characteristics including: civic activity participation, travel preferences, 
and respondent’s attitudes towards culture, history and the environment of local 
destinations (Stokes et al, 2003).  The eight segments created as a result of the 
segmentation process in Table 1 could be individually classified as a travel market due to 
uniqueness in attitudes, characteristics and demographics.   
Table 1: Geotourism Segments of U.S. Travelers* 
Geotourism Segment  Number of Travelers per Segment  % of Total 
Geo‐savvys  16.3 million  11% 
Urban Sophisticates  21.2 million  13% 
Good Citizens  17.6 million  12% 
Traditionals  16.1 million  10% 
Wishful Thinkers  22.3 million  14% 
Apathetics  19.9 million  13% 
Outdoor Sportsmen  21 million  14% 
Self‐indulgents  19.9 million  13% 
*Stokes et al (2003) 
When examining the most aware and active geotourism segments, three segments 
stand out: geo-savvys, urban sophisticates, and good citizens. 
Geo-savvys are a highly educated and affluent group traveling the most frequently 
of any of the segments.  Geo-savvys are also the most likely to visit authentic historical 
and cultural sites, stay at small-scale local accommodations, visit small towns and rural 
areas, and feel that travel is important to experience and learn about the history, culture, 
and lifestyle of a destination and its people.  One quarter of Geo-savvys live in the Pacific 
coast region of the U.S., which in itself distinguishes it from any of the other segments.  
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Lastly, what most distinguishes the Geo-savvys from the other two similar groups (Urban 
sophisticates and Good Citizens) is their interest in environmentally-oriented travel. 
The Urban Sophisticates segment (21.2 million travelers) is a much larger 
segment than the Geo-savvys (16.3 million travelers) and can be characterized as affluent 
and well traveled, both for pleasure and business.  Respondents in this segment tend to 
live in heavily populated cities, are well educated, and are the most likely of all segments 
to hold a managerial/executive or professional/specialty position.  Like Geo-savvys, 
Urban Sophisticates possess preferences toward socially and culturally oriented travel 
and rank only second to Geosavvys in those categories.  Although not nearly as 
environmentally-oriented as the Geo-savvys, Urban Sophisticates are the segment most 
concerned with access to National Parks and public lands as well as the preservation and 
protection of historic sites.  Also, they are the segment most willing to pay a premium to 
visit places that control access such as National Parks, and pay more for a travel company 
which protects and preserves the local environment, history and culture of a destination.   
Lastly, Good Citizens tend to be older than the previous two groups but still 
educated and affluent. They are not as well traveled as either the Geo-savvys or Urban 
Sophisticates, but still travel more than any of the other remaining groups. The most 
distinguishing characteristics of the Good Citizens are their strong association with 
community activities as well as their level of environmental and culture awareness within 
their local areas. Many Good Citizens are likely to choose travel companies based upon 
environmental or culture preservation practices.   
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Overall, travelers from these three segments are most likely to demonstrate 
attitudes and behaviors consistent with the principles of geotourism and can be 
characterized as travelers who actively seek out cultural and unique experiences while 
traveling in addition to being environmentally conscious, both while traveling and at 
home (Stokes et al, 2003).  In addition, it is stated that these travelers would be more 
willing than any other groups to pay more for goods and services from companies that 
engage in geotourism practices.   
From a marketer’s perspective, this last point is especially important considering 
the fact that these three geotraveler market segments represent over 55 million American 
travelers (Stokes et al, 2003).  Not only are these groups willing to support geotourism by 
spending more money while traveling, but they also constitute a large target market, 
which does not even include the multitude of prospective international geotravelers. 
This review shows the increasing popularity of market segmentation within the 
sustainable tourism literature.  It should be mentioned that although these examples use a 
primary segmentation method to distinguish groups, other characteristics are also used to 
further examine the commonalities and differences among the groups.  As the market 
potential for sustainable tourism increases, understanding the attitudes, behaviors, 
demographics, and expectations of travelers will become an even more vital part of the 
success of travel businesses focused upon sustainable tourism.  The state of Montana has 
not only incorporated the ideals of sustainable tourism into their tourism marketing and 
management strategies, but has also sought to segment travelers to the state based upon 
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these ideals.  The next section gives a brief background on tourism in Montana followed 
by the implementation of geotourism within the state.    
Section 6: Tourism & Geotourism in Montana 
Tourism is not only one of Montana’s leading industries, but is also one of the 
state’s fastest growing (Grau, 2007; Tourism, 2009a).  In 2008, 10 million people visited 
Montana and spent approximately $3 billion dollars while in the state (ITRR, 2009a; 
ITRR, 2009b).  This visitor spending generated $228 million in local and state tax 
revenue during 2008, while also providing approximately $897 million in salaries for 
those working in the travel and tourism industry (ITRR, 2009a).   Lastly, nonresident 
travel to Montana directly and indirectly supports over 42,210 jobs throughout the state 
(ITRR, 2009a).  
Research continues to show that a vast number of visitors travel to Montana in 
order to visit Glacier and Yellowstone National Parks and to engage in nature-based 
tourism activities (Grau & Nickerson, 2006).  In addition, many of these visitors are also 
attracted to cultural and historic activities as well the pristine environment and the 
uniqueness of the small towns throughout the state (Nickerson, Ellard, & Dvorak, 2003; 
Nickerson & Boyle,2009).  Time and again, research has shown that visitors are attracted 
to Montana for these reasons.  The state of Montana has recognized that what attracts 
visitors to the state coincides with many aspects of geotourism and has taken steps to 
solidify its position as a geotouristic destination by signing a geotourism charter as well 
as incorporating the principles of geotourism into its newest tourism branding initiative.  
37 
 
A more detailed discussion of the state of Montana’s role in adopting and promoting 
geotourism occurs below. 
Geotourism Charter 
The National Geographic Center for Sustainable Destinations offers a 
“geotourism charter” as an initial step for organizations and governments of all levels to 
adopt a geotourism management strategy (Destinations, 2009a).  The charter includes a 
statement of principles which adheres to the core values of geotourism and can be altered 
to fit different situations.  For example, in 2007, the Tourism Advisory Council (TAC) 
for the state of Montana adopted the geotourism charter to create the Montana Tourism 
and Recreation Charter.  The goal of the Montana Tourism and Recreation Charter is to 
“maintain the integrity of place” and the uniqueness of Montana through geotourism, by 
providing “products, services and visitor experiences that maintain a destination’s sense 
of place and complement rather than compete with the needs of local residents” (Charter, 
2007).  Numerous cities, regions travel organizations, and convention and visitor bureaus 
throughout the state have ratified the charter.  According to the TAC, these groups will be 
able to identify the tourists who resonate with the values of geotourism and will then be 
able to reinforce these values via tourism promotion (Fitzgerald, 2008).  In this sense, 
geotourism is able to provide a more consumer-driven approach to product development 
and destination management than other forms of sustainable tourism (Stokes et al, 2003).   
The National Geographic Geotourism Charter describes tourist satisfaction as a 
way to, “Ensure that satisfied, excited geotourists bring new vacation stories home and 
send friends off to experience the same thing, thus providing continuing demand for the 
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destination” (Destinations, 2009a).  In other words, sharing unique travel experiences 
with friends and family can spark a desire in them to obtain that same experience.  This 
not only provides more visitor demand but also an incentive to maintain the integrity of a 
place in order to continue this cycle of new and repeat visitors achieving desirable, 
unique travel experiences.   
Geotourism Mapguides 
  Along with producing a geotourism charter, the National Geographic Center for 
Sustainable Destinations introduced a geotourism “mapguide” for the “Crown of the 
Continent” region of northwest Montana, southwest Alberta, and southeast British 
Columbia in 2008 (Crown Of The Continent, 2009).  This fusion of a traditional map and 
guidebook highlights historic and cultural sites, recreational activities, and 
accommodations unique to a particular destination (Boley, 2009). The mapguide seeks to 
promote tourism which sustains the cultural and natural attributes of a place, informs 
local residents and tourists about their roles in supporting this type of tourism, and 
provides an accurate and quality product which is free of charge and not produced as an 
advertisement (Destinations, 2009b). By adhering to the core values of geotourism of 
sustaining and enhancing the culture, aesthetics, environment, heritage, and the well 
being of the local people, the geotourism mapguide gives visitors the opportunity to 
create a unique travel experience while maintaining the distinctive characteristics which 
make the place distinct.  In addition, during the 2009 Montana Governor’s Conference on 
Tourism and Recreation, a geotourism mapguide for the Greater Yellowstone area was 
unveiled (Greater Yellowstone, 2009).  The inclusion of Montana into the 
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aforementioned geotourism map guides showcases the uniqueness of the state as a 
destination where all aspects of geotourism are evident.      
Montana Office of Tourism Branding Initiative 
In recent years, the Montana Office of Tourism has embarked upon a branding 
initiative which is part of the 2008-2012 Montana Tourism and Recreation Strategic Plan 
and includes elements of both geo-management and geo-marketing (Commerce, 2007).   
Although the branding initiative does include iconic images which are associated with the 
state, the comprehensive plan provides a set of statements and values associated with the 
brand, identifies the target market, and provides an outline for the types of 
communication which are in line with the branding strategy (Tourism, 2007). The overall 
goal of this initiative is to create a unified marketing strategy which differentiates the 
state from its competitors as a travel destination and attracts “high value/low impact” 
first-time travelers, who ideally will turn into repeat visitors and “serve as ambassadors 
for the Montana brand attracting more first-time visitors like them” (Tourism, 2007). 
This branding initiative clearly classifies geotravelers as the main target market 
for this unified and strategic marketing communication.  Through a 2007-2008 
quantitative research study, Travel Montana was able to identify four subsets of the 
geotraveler population: Perennial Passives, Frugal Experientialists, High-Touch 
Technocrats, and Geocores (Tourism, 2007).  However, Travel Montana deems that only 
two groups would be considered their target market based upon attitudes, behaviors, and 
demographics.  These two groups, the Frugal Experientialists and Geocores are highly 
educated and affluent, take three or more leisure trips per year, and participate in both 
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rigorous and leisurely outdoor activities (Tourism, 2009b).  In addition, these two groups 
place a high level of importance on unique travel experiences as well as nature and 
wildlife (Tourism, 2007).  Travel Montana believes they can have success at targeting 
these groups because the Frugal Experientialists and Geocores are in line with the 
principles of Montana’s branding strategy which seeks to attract a “high value/low 
impact” customer base of first-time and repeat geotravelers (Tourism, 2007).    
Highlighting these visitors as the target market is another way of a geotourism 
destination tailoring visitors to the destination, instead of tailoring a destination to fit the 
needs of visitors (Boley, 2009).  Both of the identified groups ideally hold the same 
geotouristic values that are evident in the geo-management and geo-marketing strategies 
of Montana’s tourism industry.  Therefore, the uniqueness of Montana as a travel 
destination can be sustained or even enhanced which provides the possibility of a long 
term competitive advantage over other destinations.    
Geotourism Research in Montana 
Geotourism is still a relatively new term in Montana, yet it has begun to gain 
recognition on multiple fronts.  With two National Geographic geotourism map guides, a 
Montana Tourism and Recreation Charter derived from the National Geographic 
Geotourism Charter, and a tourism branding initiative based upon the principles of 
geotourism, the state has indeed embraced the concept and can be viewed as a geotourism 
state. 
However, geotourism research within Montana is still in its infancy stage.  Based 
upon The Crown of the Continent (C of C) Geotourism Mapguide, Boley (2009) 
41 
 
conducted the first academic research on the topic by creating a Geotourism Survey 
Instrument (GSI) used to study the presence of geotravelers in the C of C region of 
Montana and Canada.  A review of the C of C geotourism study and the formation of the 
GSI survey instrument are presented below. 
Section 7: Measuring Geotourism 
In 2008, Boley (2009) created the GSI in order to study the presence of 
geotravelers in the C of C region.  As a survey instrument did not previously exist to 
measure geotraveler tendencies, Boley (2009) embarked upon an extensive literature 
review to critically examine each of the dimensions of geotourism based upon the 
definition of the concept from the original TIA study by Stokes et al (2003): culture, 
heritage, environment, aesthetics, and well being of local people.  It must be noted that 
mirroring the work of Stokes et al (2003), Boley (2009) combined the culture and 
heritage dimensions of geotourism into the same set of questions citing the 
interchangeable nature of the two concepts within past literature.   
Both attitudinal and behavioral questions were constructed for each of the four 
dimensions of geotourism, including an extra scale related to attitudes towards 
environmental travel services (Boley, 2009).  Boley states that “having an attitudinal and 
behavioral measure of each dimension will provide a more accurate representation of the 
true values of the respondents on all of geotourism’s dimensions.  It will also provide the 
ability to see if there are discrepancies between travelers’ attitudes and behaviors on each 
dimension of geotourism and on the concept of geotourism as a whole” (p.26-27).    
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Each of the five attitudinal scales begins with the statement “When I travel, I feel 
it is important to…” followed by a series of questions related to each dimension of 
geotourism in addition to the environmental services scale.  The questions are positioned 
on a 6-point Likert Scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.”  In 
addition, three behavioral scales begin with the statement “When you travel, how likely 
are you to…” while the environmental behavioral scale begins with “In your daily living, 
how likely are you to regularly…”  All behavioral questions are positioned on a 6-point 
Likert Scale ranging from “Not At All Likely” to “Very Likely.”  It is important to note 
that no neutral category was used in the creation of the GSI as it was believed by the 
researcher that the questions were posed in such a way that a neutral attitude or behavior 
could not exist.  It is also believed that because respondents have a tendency to choose 
the middle ground, a neutral category should be omitted from studies not desiring to 
leave this option open (Payne, 1951).   The final GSI contained 55 questions in addition 
to 10 demographic questions.  Both residents and nonresidents of Montana who had 
traveled at least fifty miles from home during the current trip were intercepted at 
businesses (restaurants and accommodations), towns, festivals, cultural heritage sites, 
national parks, national wildlife refuges, and other unique sites because these sites were 
included on the National Geographic C of C geotourism mapguide which had recently 
been published. 
Based upon the statistical techniques of reliability analysis and factor analysis, 
Boley (2009) deemed that, although there is room for improvement, each of the GSI’s 
scales provided a reliable and valid measure of each geotourism dimension.  In addition, 
on a scale ranging from one to six, with one representing a non-geotraveler and six 
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representing a perfect geotraveler score, the average score of all respondents was 4.9.  
This overall score indicates that visitors to the C of C region do in fact share both the 
attitudes and behaviors consistent with the principles of geotourism.     
 Although the study conducted by Boley does provide proof that geotravelers do 
exist in Montana, the questions asked on the GSI are related to the attitudes and behavior 
of respondents during general travel as opposed to a specific travel destination.  For 
example, the GSI asks respondents to agree or disagree with the statement that when they 
travel it is important for them to purchase locally made products or handicrafts, instead of 
asking “When traveling in Montana, how important is purchasing locally made products 
or handicrafts.”  Essentially, what is lacking from the GSI is a connection of the traveler 
to a specific destination.  This gap in research is explored in the following study by 
concentrating on what specific attributes of geotourism in Montana are important to 
visitors.  
Summary 
This chapter began with an introduction to the concept of geotourism as the guide 
for a sustainable marketing and management framework.  The second section introduced 
the elements of the framework, which provided a visual roadmap for the literature 
review.  Information on how tourism relates to place was presented in the next section, 
followed by a discussion of destination marketing, including destination image and 
destination branding.  A review of market segmentation and its place within tourism 
literature was discussed in section five.  As this study is focused upon Montana as a 
travel destination, a review of the state’s use of geotourism principles was presented prior 
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to the introduction of the conceptual framework for the survey instrument used in this 
study.  The next chapter underlines the methodological approaches used to conduct this 
research project and analyze the results. 
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     CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Introduction 
The core purpose of this study was to investigate the extent to which nonresident 
visitors to Montana are geotravelers based on general travel behavior and the importance 
placed on geotourism attributes while traveling in Montana.  The behavioral section of 
Boley’s (2009) Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI) was included verbatim in this 
research to assess the degree to which statewide visitors behave in a geotouristic manner.  
These results are compared with the data from the behavioral section of the Crown of the 
Continent (C of C) study to determine if geotravelers are truly statewide or concentrated 
in specific areas of the state.  In order to understand the level of importance nonresident 
travelers place upon attributes of geotourism which are specific to their travels in 
Montana, a scale of importance questions was constructed as part of the survey 
instrument.  These results will be looked at to determine which geo-attributes have the 
most value to statewide travelers.  This chapter will review the creation of the survey 
instrument used in the statewide geotourism study, the pretesting of this survey 
instrument, and the methods behind the collection of data and the analysis of the results. 
Instrument Development 
The development of the statewide geotourism survey instrument consisted of two 
parts: travel behavior and attribute importance. The formation of the travel behavior 
section is reviewed first. 
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Travel Behavior 
  The travel behavior section from the GSI created by Boley (2009) was targeted 
for inclusion into the statewide geotourism survey for multiple reasons.  First, the scales 
have been tested in Montana and appear to have reliability and validity in measuring 
geotraveler tendencies (Boley, 2009).  Secondly, the use of the GSI behavioral section 
allows this study to compare respondents statewide to respondents in the C of C in order 
to determine if travelers throughout Montana tend to behave in a geotouristic manner 
similar to travelers in the C of C or if only travelers to specific regions of the state behave 
in such a manner. This analysis can help to provide the answer to the secondary research 
question for this study: Are statewide travelers in Montana geotravelers? 
The behavioral section contains 20 items, with 5 items each related to the four 
dimensions of geotourism (cultural-heritage, environment, aesthetics, and well-being of 
local people).  Respondents were asked how likely they are to participate in certain 
geotouristic behaviors while traveling. In addition, the respondents were asked how likely 
they are to participate in certain “environmental” activities in their daily lives such as 
recycling and conserving energy.  Although this behavioral section does not address 
travel behavior specific to Montana, using the GSI behavioral section creates 
comparisons which can help to validate the statewide geotourism study.  Also, knowing 
the tendency of visitors’ behavior during general travel can translate to the way these 
visitors behave while traveling in Montana.  This additional information also reveals 
significant behavioral characteristics of respondents, which could prove useful when 
addressing the exploratory research question for this study: Are there targetable segments 
for statewide travelers with geotraveler tendencies?  These behavioral characteristics 
47 
 
have the potential to provide depth to the segmentation of Montana travelers and could in 
fact be some of the most distinguishing characteristics between the groups. 
Attribute Importance  
The second portion of the statewide geotourism survey involves attribute 
importance.  Within the marketing and advertising professions, attention has been paid to 
attributes in the consumer decision process.  These attributes have been measured in the 
context of characteristics related to a product, brand, or service (Bass & Talanzyk, 1972; 
Lehmann & O'Shaughnessy, 1974; Mitchell & Olson, 1981).  The importance an 
individual places upon these attributes, known as attribute importance, must also be 
looked at. 
From a broad perspective, attribute importance can be conceptualized as a 
person’s general assessment of the significance of an attribute for products of a certain 
type (Keller, 1993; Mackenzie, 1986; O’Leary & Deegan 2005; Shiv & Huber, 2000). 
This study will adhere to this basic definition of attribute importance but will also 
incorporate a definition of importance derived from Bloch & Richins (1983): “Enduring 
importance is a long-term, cross-situational perception of product importance based on 
the strength of the product’s relationship to central needs and values” (p.72).  This type of 
enduring importance is particularly applicable to tourism, and in this case, geotourism.  
For example, an individual can maintain a strong interest in responsible travel and 
particular attributes of responsible travel such as supporting local businesses even when 
the individual is not traveling.  Just because a specific product or service is not available 
constantly does not mean the individual’s interest or level of importance changes (Bloch 
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& Richins, 1983).  Overall, enduring importance is focused upon the product (or product 
attribute in this case) and the long term satisfaction an individual receives from their 
association with the product (Bloch & Richins, 1983). 
From this definition, it can be seen that the importance an individual puts on an 
attribute can be associated with that individual’s overall values (Jaccard, Brinberg, & 
Ackerman, 1986).  Values are defined as “centrally held and enduring beliefs that guide 
actions and judgments across specific situations and beyond immediate goals to more 
ultimate end-states of existence” (Rokeach M. , 1968, p. 111).  This conceptualization has 
and continues to be accepted by others (e.g. Batra, Homer, & Kahle, 2001; Dietz & Stern, 
1995).  Values have also been advocated as the link between central beliefs and attitudes 
and are therefore useful in understanding behavior and motives (Homer & Kahle, 1988; 
Rokeach, 1968).  Further, according to Ajzen and Fishbein (1980), an individual’s values 
have the ability to directly influence attitude and can in fact be one of the determinants of 
behavior intentions (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). It is suggested that values can also be seen 
as determinants of attitudes as well as behavior because values are considered to guide 
attitudes, actions, and judgments (Crick-Furman & Prentice, 2000; Rokeach, 1971). 
In a tourism context, values can influence attitudes towards situations, objects, 
purchase choices and vacation behavior which comply with these values (Higham, Carr, 
& Gale, 2001). Furthermore, values have been used in past research to predict different 
aspects of consumers’ motivations and behavior within a tourism context, including 
vacation destination decisions (Dalen, 1989; Klenosky, Gengler, & Mulvey, 1993; 
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Muller, 1991; Pitts & Woodside, 1986) and leisure activities participated in while on 
vacation (Madrigal & Kahle, 1994; Crick-Furman & Prentice, 2000). 
When examining the methodology behind a number of destination image studies, 
Echtner and Ritchie (2003) state that the use of attributes based upon the functional traits 
related to a destination as a means of measurement is common.  These attributes are often 
measured through structured quantitative methods in order to understand, in part, the 
level of importance visitor place upon certain attributes.  By understanding where the 
visitor places importance, the researcher can begin to understand the components of a 
destination which resonate with visitors and can thus impart suggestions to marketers 
regarding specific strategies to target these visitors (Jenkins, 1999).  It has also been 
suggested in attribute related destination image studies that the images visitors have of a 
destination influences traveler behavior (Chon, 1990; Hunt, 1975; Pearce, 1982).  
Further, in a review of destination image studies between 1973 and 2000, Pike (2002) 
found that the vast majority of papers reviewed did not attempt to measure destination 
image from any particular travel context.      
Although this study is not solely concerned with the images visitors have of 
Montana as a travel destination, it is concerned with a particular travel context.  
Specifically, the importance visitors place on attributes, in line with geotourism (geo-
attributes), which are related to Montana as a travel destination.  From the perspective of 
this study, attributes will be defined as characteristics of the major components of 
geotourism (cultural, heritage, aesthetics, well being of local people, environment) which 
50 
 
are consistent with Tourtellot’s definition of geotourism (Stokes et al, 2003).  The geo-
attributes related to the study were produced through a number of different avenues.   
First, the seminal work on geotourism by Stokes et al (2003) was consulted in 
order to gain an understanding of how the principles of geotourism had been 
operationalized.  By examining this study for potential survey questions, the knowledge 
base of basic versus specific geo-attributes became apparent.  Secondly, the meticulous 
literature review conducted by Boley (2009) on each dimension of geotourism was 
studied, and proved to be vital in comprehending the various intricacies of each 
component as applied to tourism and how each relates to the overall concept of 
geotourism.  Further, the survey questions posed by Boley (2009) in the GSI were 
examined thoroughly.  As the GSI has been tested and appears to be a reliable measure of 
geotraveler tendencies, it truly provides a foundation for any further surveys measuring 
geotourism, especially within Montana.  Lastly, the Montana Tourism and Recreation 
Charter, which is based upon a geotourism charter created by National Geographic, was 
consulted for the wording of specific geo-attributes related to Montana.  This charter 
provided the researcher with a basis for how the state views its geotourism resources and 
what geotourism type characteristics exist in Montana.    
Next, the development of geo-attribute survey questions was initiated from a 
collaborative “think tank” style meeting with the staff of The Institute for Tourism and 
Recreation at The University of Montana.  All attendants have a firm understanding of 
the principals of geotourism and have worked with the concept to varying degrees in an 
academic setting.  Attributes related to each of the five characteristics of geotourism, as 
51 
 
stated in Tourtellot’s definition of geotourism from Stokes et al (2003), were discussed 
and placed into the according category.  However, due to the interchangeable use of the 
terms culture and heritage in the academic literature as argued by Boley (2009) and seen 
in the original geotourism study by Stokes et al (2003), this study joined these two 
concepts into one culture and heritage category.  Although the questions were created 
with a categorical frame of reference, they were placed into a single scale for respondents 
to answer in order to limit confusion and because the overall purpose of this study was 
not concerned with the dimensionality of multiple scales.  Also, it was discovered during 
the process that many specific geo-attributes could be allocated to multiple dimensions of 
geotourism, further indicating the legitimacy of a single importance scale.  Lastly, 
various members of The Tourism Advisory Council (TAC) for the state of Montana 
reviewed the scale for face validity and made suggestions as well.  Overall, the 
importance scale comprised 42 geo-attributes related to Montana. 
Survey Scale 
The travel behavior section asks respondents how likely they are to participate in 
certain geotouristic behaviors.  Responses are recorded using a six-point Likert scale with 
three degrees of agreement or disagreement, ranging from “Not At All Likely” to “Very 
Likely.”  As the behavioral section was taken verbatim from the GSI, no neutral category 
was added to this section.  Boley (2009) states that the survey questions are asked in such 
a manner that he believes respondents could not exhibit a neutral behavior towards the 
questions.  
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The importance section of the survey asks respondents to assess how important 
certain geotourism attributes are to them while traveling in Montana.  Responses were 
recorded on a six-point Likert Scale ranging from “Not At All Important” to “Extremely 
Important” with no neutral category.  The neutral category was not included because the 
researcher believes that a respondent either finds an attribute of geotourism to be 
important or not important (i.e. there is no level of neutral importance).  In this case, 
indifference towards an attribute is considered unimportant (DeVellis, 1991).    
Pretest 
A pretest of the survey instrument was necessary in order to assess potential 
problems with the scale of measurement as well as the wording of survey questions.  The 
pretest was also conducted in order to evaluate the reliability of the instrument before 
implementation.  The statewide geotourism survey instrument was distributed to 149 
University of Montana undergraduate students during April of 2009.  Although the 
respondents in this pretest are at least temporary residents of Montana, it is assumed that 
they have traveled outside of Missoula to another part of the state at some point during 
their residency.  Respondents were encouraged to provide comments and feedback 
regarding the structure of the questionnaire or any other points of confusion.  
Respondents were not asked demographic questions because this information was not 
deemed pertinent by the researcher as a way to test the validity of the instrument.   
Pretest Results 
Boley (2009) ran reliability analyses on each of the dimensions of the travel 
behavior section and found each scale to be internally consistent.  In following the work 
of Boley (2009), reliability tests were conducted on each geotouristic dimension of the 
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behavioral section in order to assess the internal consistency of the scaled variables 
within the context of this study.  These results can be seen in Table 2.  The “Aesthetics” 
category obtained the highest Cronbach’s alpha score of .865, followed by 
“Environment” (.857), “Cultural Heritage” (.796), and “Well-Being of Locals” (.748).  
Although there is some variation in the reliability scores, each scale displayed high 
internal consistency and is above the threshold of .7 for the alpha score. In addition, the 
reliability analysis run on the importance scale (Table 2) shows a Cronbach’s alpha score 
of .962, indicating good internal consistency within the 42 item scale.  Although the 
scales are perceived to be a reliable measure of geotraveler tendencies, changes to the 
importance scale in the survey instrument did occur as a result of the pretest.  These 
changes are discussed below.    
Table 2: Pretest Reliability Statistics 
Scale  Cronbach’s Alpha  N of Items 
Overall Importance Score  .96  42 
Aesthetic Behavior  .87  5 
Environmental Behavior  .86  5 
Cultural Heritage Behavior  .80  5 
Well Being of Local People Behavior  .75  5 
 
Instrument Changes 
Multiple questions within the importance scale were reworded due to 
respondent’s comments.  The question “Resident’s stewardship of Montana” was 
changed to “Montana’s land ethic” in order to clarify terminology, which is consistent 
with the usage of the term in The Montana Tourism and Recreation Charter (Charter, 
2007).  The question “Lack of light pollution” also caused some confusion among 
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respondents possibly due to the ambiguity of the concept.  This question was changed to 
“Opportunity to view the night sky” which is a distinctly personal angle to understand the 
effects of light pollution from an aesthetic perspective.  A series of eight demographic 
questions were also added to the survey instrument in order to better understand the 
characteristics of visitors to Montana in addition to the psychographic information 
obtained from the scales.  Although visual changes were made to the appearance of the 
survey, none of these changes affected the purpose of the survey. The complete survey 
instrument is located in Appendix A.     
Sampling Frame and Subject Selection 
Individuals asked to participate in the statewide geotourism study were travelers 
18 years of age or older who stated that they were not full time residents of Montana.  
Prospective respondents for this study were intercepted at gas stations, rest areas, and 
airports throughout Montana during July, August, and September of 2009. During the 
process, a series of travel questions were recorded on site, including demographic and 
trip characteristic information such as place of residence, travel party size and purpose of 
trip, as well as expenditure information regarding expenses incurred while traveling in 
Montana.  After the on-site questions had been answered, the respondent was given a 
postage paid mail-back survey, which included the geotourism survey instrument derived 
for this study.  Although travel group information was conducted on site, only one 
geotourism survey was handed to prospective respondents as a mail-back portion, and 
thus only one eligible adult per party had the ability to participate in the statewide 
geotourism study.    
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The primary data for this study were collected with the help of multiple surveyors.  
Each of the nine surveyors employed by The Institute for Tourism and Recreation 
Research were given statewide geotourism surveys to include systematically in their 
overall nonresident traveler data collection and were able to distribute 790 geotourism 
surveys.  These surveyors were located around the state, including: Bozeman, Gardiner, 
Billings, West Yellowstone, Glendive, Shelby, Kalispell, Missoula and Dillon.  In 
addition, this researcher personally distributed 271 statewide geotourism mail-back 
surveys.  
Overall, a total of 1,061 mail-back surveys were distributed to eligible 
respondents who completed the intercept questions.  Of this total, 419 mail-back surveys 
were received and recorded as data for this study, resulting in a 39 percent response rate.  
Of these 419 completed and returned surveys, 416 were deemed useable and valid for 
analysis.  Therefore, the sample size for this study consisted of 416 nonresident travelers 
to Montana (Table 3) 
Table 3: Response Rate and Sample Size 
   
Eligible respondents who received a mail back survey  1061
Total number of mail back surveys returned  419
Response Rate  39%
Valid surveys for analysis  416
 
Intercept Sites 
The 40 different intercept sites used for this study were gas stations, rest areas or 
airports throughout the state of Montana. These survey sites were considered neutral 
locations meaning that a nonresident traveler in Montana has a high likelihood of 
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stopping at one of the sites and therefore has an equal chance of being selected for the 
study. These neutral sites were chosen in direct contrast to the C of C study, which chose 
intercept sites because they were included on the National Geographic C of C geotourism 
mapguide or by their geographic proximity to locations which are considered 
“geotouristic.”  C of C sites included businesses (restaurants and accommodations), 
towns, festivals, cultural heritage sites, national parks, national wildlife refuges, and other 
unique sites.  Since the purpose of this study was to determine if visitors to Montana can 
be considered geotravelers, neutral survey locations were essential in order to provide an 
unbiased sample of respondents who were not sequestered in one “geotouristic” region of 
the state.  Appendix B contains a table with all intercept sites according to the number of 
surveys collected at each site.  
Procedures 
Onsite intercepts and data collection at statewide sites was conducted during July, 
August, and September of 2009.  Depending on the type of location (gas station, rest 
area, or airport), different procedures were used to intercept respondents.  For gas stations 
and rest areas, surveyors initially identified eligible nonresident respondents by 
automobile, truck, RV, or motorcycle license plate.  If a clear consensus could not be 
reached due to the absence of a license plate or visual issues with viewing the license 
plate, the individual was approached and asked if they were a Montana resident.  Road 
bicyclists as travelers to Montana were also approached regarding their eligibility for the 
study.  Also, if an automobile with Montana license plates was perceived to be a rental 
vehicle, the individual was approached. 
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Prospective respondents at airports were intercepted at boarding areas in Billings, 
Bozeman, Missoula, and Kalispell.  These individuals were first asked if they were a 
Montana resident before being asked to participate in the study.  All individuals 
intercepted at airport locations can be considered out-bound travelers (i.e. they had 
completed their trip to Montana) while all other respondents were intercepted during 
various portions of their trip to Montana.         
Summary 
Chapter three provided the methodological approaches behind the statewide 
geotourism survey.  The chapter began with a review of the creation of the survey 
instrument followed by a discussion of the pretest, pretest results, and changes made to 
the survey instrument prior to implementation.  The identification of prospective 
respondents as well as the selection of intercept sites and the procedures involved in 
approaching respondents were also analyzed.  Chapter four concentrates on the results 
derived from the study.  
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
 
The purpose of this study was to answer three research questions: 
1. Are statewide travelers in Montana geotravelers? 
2. What are the most important and least important geotouristic attributes to 
nonresident visitors in Montana? 
3. Are there targetable segments for statewide travelers with geotraveler tendencies? 
The results from the data collected for this study are presented in five sections.  First, 
the reliability of the statewide geotourism survey instrument was assessed followed by a 
section which includes the demographic information of the respondents who participated 
in the study.  The third section provides the results from the travel behavior section of the 
instrument and presents a comparison of how statewide respondents differed from Crown 
of the Continent (C of C) respondents on their responses to the travel behavior section.  
The fourth section displays the mean importance scores related to specific attributes of 
geotourism in Montana.  Lastly, the fifth section discusses the results of the experimental 
segmentation of statewide visitors according to their demographic information as well as 
their level of agreement with the principles of geotourism.   
Section 1: Reliability of Survey Instrument 
Unlike the geotourism study conducted by Boley (2009), the main purpose of this 
study was not solely concerned with validating the reliability of a newly formed survey 
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instrument.  However, in order to assess the research questions pertinent to this study, the 
two sections of the statewide geotourism instrument were run through a series of 
statistical tests in order to determine if the instrument is capable of measuring geotraveler 
tendencies in travelers to Montana.  
The Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI) was deemed a reliable measure of 
geotraveler tendencies by Boley (2009).  Although this instrument is capable of 
measuring these tendencies, it has only been tested once.  Therefore, a reliability analysis 
was performed on the travel behavior section of the GSI used in the statewide survey 
instrument in order to confirm the internal consistency of each of the four scales beyond 
the C of C study.  Further, the results of this analysis are compared to the same analysis 
conducted for the C of C study (Table 4). 
Before analysis for the statewide study could be conducted, it must be assumed 
that the variables are at the interval-ratio level and that all errors associated with the items 
are random and equally distributed.  The Cronbach Alpha scores related to each scale are 
displayed in Table 4.  Cronbach Alpha scores of 0.70 or above are considered to display 
good internal consistency among the items in the scale.  It must be noted that the well-
being of the local people behavioral scale has a Cronbach’s Alpha score below the 
established threshold of 0.70.  Two explanations for this score are possible.  First, when 
examining the scale, the items do not measure the same concept.  In fact, two of the items 
in the scale measure the opposite of geotouristic behavior (i.e. asking how likely a 
respondent is to seek out franchise hotels and restaurants while traveling).  However, it 
has been argued that a score above 0.60 is acceptable for exploratory research (Hair, 
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Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998).  As this scale was created by Boley (2009) for the 
purpose of exploratory research, the scale can be deemed acceptable at this juncture.  
With that being said, Boley (2009) discussed ways to improve the consistency of the 
scale which should be taken into consideration for future research.  However, because 
this study is concerned with creating a verbatim comparison of statewide visitors and C 
of C visitors, no changes were made to the scales which were not also changed by Boley 
(2009).  In fact, only one item was taken out of the GSI travel behavior section during the 
reliability analysis (Boley, 2009).   By deleting the variable “participate in outdoor 
recreation activities” from the aesthetic behavior scale, the reliability increased 
significantly from 0.78 to .87. 
 
Table 4: GSI Travel Behavior Section Reliability Comparisons 
Scale  Cronbach’s Alpha 
Statewide 
Cronbach’s Alpha 
C of C 
N of Items 
Aesthetic Behavior  .87  .86  4 
Cultural Heritage Behavior  .82  .81  5 
Environmental Behavior  .79  .80  5 
Well Being of Local People 
Behavior 
.64  .67  5 
Overall Importance Scale  .95  N/A  42 
 
Table 4 also shows the reliability scores for the travel behavior section of the GSI 
from the C of C study.  Only slight differences in the Cronbach Alpha scores are evident 
when compared to the same scores from the statewide study.  Overall, the reliability 
analysis conducted on the four behavioral scales used in the statewide study indicates that 
each has acceptable consistency among the items and thus further tests can be conducted.  
The reliability of the geotourism attribute importance scale was also tested.  The overall 
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Cronbach’s Alpha score of .95 for the entire 42 item scale shows strong internal 
consistency as well.   
As stated previously, these statistical tests were performed in order to verify the 
reliability of scales used in the statewide geotourism study.  As each of the scales can be 
deemed internally consistent, the research questions related to the study can now begin to 
be addressed.  First, demographic information of the respondents in the study are 
presented followed by analysis of travel behavior, importance attributes, and market 
segments.  
Section 2: Demographics 
  Descriptive statistics were run on the demographic variables of statewide 
respondents.  Information on visitor’s residence located in Table 5 indicates 
that 43 out of 50 U.S. states were represented in this study.  The greatest percentage of 
American respondents were from Washington (12%), followed by California (9%), 
Minnesota (8%), and Idaho (7%).  Respondents from Utah, Texas, Wisconsin, Colorado, 
and Oregon each represented 4 percent of the total sample.  Seven Canadian provinces 
were also represented, with the province of Alberta claiming the highest percentage of 
respondents (4%).  British Columbia, Ontario, and Saskatchewan each represented one 
percent of the sample.  Eight additional countries were represented, mainly from Western 
Europe, making up a total of 1.6 percent of the sample of statewide respondents.  
Table 6 shows that travelers intercepted for this study are well educated and 
relatively affluent.  The mean age for respondents is approximately 53 years of age and 
the percentage of male and female respondents was essentially equal at 50 percent each.  
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Out of the total of 416 statewide respondents, approximately 28 percent have completed 
at least a four-year collegiate degree, while 16 percent had obtained a masters degree, and 
9 percent hold a doctorate or professional degree.  In terms of income, although 18 
percent of respondents reported a household income of less than $50,000, approximately 
half of respondents reported incomes between $50,000 and $100,000, and 33 percent of 
respondents had a household income over $100,000.  Trip characteristics of these 
travelers (Table 7) show that 77 percent have visited the state of Montana previously, 
which results in approximately 23 percent of travelers being first time visitors to the state.  
Lastly, the average traveler spent 6.2 nights in Montana during their current trip 
 
Table 5: Visitor Residence 
Residence of Respondents  N % of total 
United States (43 States Represented)  
WA  49 12% 
CA  36 9% 
MN  31 8% 
ID  27 7% 
UT, TX, WI, CO, OR  81 4% 
FL, MI, ND  35 3% 
NV, WY, IL, VA, AZ, IA, OH  55 2% 
MA, TN, IN  14 1% 
AK, GA, KY, LA, NJ, NM, NY, PA, SD, KS, MD, 
MO, NC, OK, AL, HI, ME, NE, RI, SC, DE 
44 < 1% 
   
Canada (7 Provinces Represented)  
Alberta  15 4% 
British Columbia, Ontario, Saskatchewan 14 1% 
Manitoba, Newfoundland, Quebec 4 < 1% 
   
International Visitors (8 Countries Represented)  
Belgium, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Mexico, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Sweden 
8 1.6% (Total)
*Note: Numbers have been rounded and may not add up to 100% 
**Note: Respondents with unknown residence do not appear in table. Thus, the total number of respondents will not add up to the 
total sample of 41 
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Table 6: Visitor Demographics 
Variables  N % of total 
Gender   
Male  206 50% 
Female  205 50% 
   
Highest Completed Level of Education  
Some high school  6 2% 
High school diploma or equivalent 52 13% 
Some college    99 24% 
Associates Degree 33   8% 
Bachelors Degree   117 28% 
Masters Degree    67 16% 
Doctorate or Professional Degree 38 9% 
   
Annual Household Income   
Less than $50,000  69 18% 
$50,000 ‐ $75,000  99 26% 
$75,000 ‐ $100,000  88 23% 
$100,000 ‐ $150,000  74 19% 
$150,000 ‐ $200,000    24 6% 
$200,000 or more  30 8% 
   
Average Age  52.9 years 
*Note: Numbers have been rounded and may not add up to 100% 
**Note: Due to missing responses, the total number of responses for each question may not add up to the total sample of 416. 
 
 
 
 
Table 7: Visitor Travel Characteristics 
Variables  N % of total 
Have you ever visited Montana before?
Yes  320 77% 
No  95 23% 
 
Average length of stay in Montana 6.2 nights* 
*Note: In order to address the potential of a skewed distribution due to outliers, the 95
th
 percentile (28 days) was chosen to delimit 
the data set.   
**Note: Numbers have been rounded and may not add up to 100% 
***Note: Due to missing responses, the total number of responses for each question may not add up to the total sample of 416. 
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Section 3: Travel Behavior Geotraveler Scores 
This section presents the results of statewide traveler’s responses to the travel 
behavior section of the GSI.  Because this portion of the statewide geotourism survey 
instrument was taken verbatim from the C of C study, the following section provides a 
comparison of the statewide responses to those from the C of C respondents intercepted 
by Boley (2009).  However, before a direct comparative analysis could be performed, a 
random sample of 416 C of C respondents intercepted in Montana was chosen to equal 
the statewide sample size.  A number generation software program was used to select the 
C of C sample. 
The mean score for each of the four dimensions within the travel behavior section 
(aesthetics, cultural heritage, environment, and well-being of local people) is presented 
for both samples in Table 8 along with an overall geotraveler score.  Of these four 
dimensions, the aesthetic dimension was the most embraced by statewide respondents, 
with a mean score of 5.06, followed by environmental (4.43), cultural heritage (4.29), and 
the well being of the local people (3.73).  Results show that the average score of each of 
the dimensions from the statewide respondents is lower than the respondents to the C of 
C.  Interestingly, the order of means varied slightly between the two groups.  The 
environmental dimension of statewide respondents had the second highest mean, but 
cultural heritage had the second highest mean for the C of C respondents.   
Overall, the entire average of all geotourism travel behavior scales was 4.34 for 
the statewide respondents, slightly lower than the 4.81 of the C of C respondents. 
However, even a mean score of 4.34 indicates respondents are likely to behave in a 
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geotouristic fashion.  Figures 3 and 4 show the graphical representation of the overall 
mean distribution of the geotourism score for statewide and C of C respondents. 
 
Table 8: Mean Scores Comparison: Statewide and Crown of the Continent Travelers 
Scales 
Statewide 
Respondents (N=416) 
Crown of the Continent 
Respondents (N=416) 
Aesthetic behavior  5.06  5.46 
Environmental behavior  4.43  4.78 
Cultural heritage behavior  4.29  5.03 
Well being of the local people behavior  3.73  4.09 
Average of all geotourism scales  4.34  4.81 
Scale: 1= not a geotraveler (not at all likely) and 6= perfect geotraveler (very likely). 
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Figure 3: Mean distribution of statewide average travel behavior scores 
 
 
Figure 4: Mean distribution of “Crown of the Continent” travel behavior scores 
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In order to further assess the geotraveler tendencies of statewide vacationers in 
comparison to C of C travelers, mean scores and independent t-tests on each behavior 
variable were conducted (Tables 9-12). This comparison of statewide visitors to C of C 
visitors highlights any statistical differences between the ways in which the respondents 
from the two samples answered the same geotourism travel behavior questions.  
Results in Tables 9-12 indicate statistically significant differences between the 
two respondent groups in 17 out of the 19 questions of the travel behavior scales.  The 
two questions with no statistical difference include: the likelihood of staying at locally 
owned accommodations during travel; and the likelihood of staying at franchise hotels 
during travel.  Although there is no statistically significant difference between the ways 
both groups answered these questions, on average both groups are somewhat likely to 
stay at locally owned accommodations and somewhat likely to also stay at franchise 
hotels during travel.     
Although there is a statistical difference between the means of the majority of the 
questions asked on the travel behavior scale, the means for both groups were relatively 
high.  In fact, the lowest mean recorded for statewide respondents was for the likelihood 
of choosing a form of transportation other than their personal automobile (3.0).  The 
second lowest mean for statewide respondents is over half a point higher (likelihood of 
attending cultural events at 3.6).  Therefore, it can be said that although statewide 
travelers are less likely to behave in a geotouristic manner while traveling than C of C 
visitors, their mean scores still indicate a tendency toward geotraveler behavior. 
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Table 9: Independent t‐test: Cultural Heritage Dimension of Geotourism 
Question Sample (N=416) Mean Difference 
between means** 
t Sig. (2-tailed)*
Historic Sites 
C of C 5.29 
0.64 9.317 .000* 
Statewide 4.65 
      
Museums 
C of C 4.68 
0.56 6.816 .000* 
Statewide 4.12 
      
Cultural Sites 
C of C 4.90 
0.91 11.519 .000* 
Statewide 3.99 
      
Cultural Events 
C of C 4.57 
0.95 11.365 .000* 
Statewide 3.62 
      
National Parks 
C of C 5.70 
0.21 4.338 .000* 
Statewide 5.49 
Scale: 1= not a geotraveler (not at all likely) and 6= perfect geotraveler (very likely). 
*Significant at the .05 level 
**Difference between mean of “Crown of the Continent” respondents ( x 1) and statewide respondents ( x 2) 
 
 
Table 10: Independent t‐test: Aesthetic Dimension of Geotourism 
Question Sample (N=416) Mean Differences 
between means** 
t Sig. (2-tailed)*
Specifically travel to an area 
for its scenic beauty 
C of C 5.63 
0.26 4.814 .000* 
Statewide 5.37 
Stop at scenic overlooks 
C of C 5.42 
0.44 7.024 .000* 
Statewide 4.98 
Search for scenic driving 
routes 
C of C 5.37 
0.51 7.137 .000* 
Statewide 4.86 
Plan vacation around the 
opportunity to enjoy scenic 
beauty 
C of C 5.44 
0.29 4.598 .000* 
Statewide 5.15 
Scale: 1= not a geotraveler (not at all likely) and 6= perfect geotraveler (very likely). 
*Significant at the .05 level 
**Difference between mean of “Crown of the Continent” respondents ( x 1) and statewide respondents ( x 2) 
 
Table 11: Independent t‐test: Well Being of Local People Dimension of Geotourism 
Question Sample (N=416) Mean Differences 
between means** 
t Sig. (2-tailed)*
Locally owned accommodations 
C of C 4.13 
0.1 1.115 
.265
 Statewide 4.03 
      
Locally grown food 
C of C 4.49 
0.31 3.571 
.000* 
Statewide 4.18 
      
Locally made arts and crafts 
C of C 4.73 
0.52 6.178 
.000* 
Statewide 4.21 
      
Franchise hotels 
C of C 3.71 
-0.16 -1.736 
.083           
 Statewide 3.87 
      
Franchise restaurants 
C of C 3.11 
-0.47 -5.038 
.000* 
Statewide 3.58 
Scale: 1= not a geotraveler (not at all likely) and 6= perfect geotraveler (very likely). 
*Significant at the .05 level 
**Difference between mean of “Crown of the Continent” respondents ( x 1) and statewide respondents ( x 2) 
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Table 12: Independent t‐test: Environmental Dimension of Geotourism 
Question Sample (N=416) Mean Differences 
between means** 
t Sig. (2-tailed)*
Recycle 
C of C 5.42 
0.27 3.528 .000* 
Statewide 5.15 
      
Choose form of 
transportation other than 
your personal automobile 
C of C 3.58 
0.58 5.384 .000* 
Statewide 3.00 
      
Conserve Water 
C of C 4.96 
0.29 3.888 .000* 
Statewide 4.67 
      
Conserve Energy 
C of C 5.15 
0.32 4.844 .000* 
Statewide 4.83 
      
Purchase environmentally 
friendly products 
C of C 4.84 
0.35 4.679 .000* 
Statewide 4.49 
Scale: 1= not a geotraveler (not at all likely) and 6= perfect geotraveler (very likely). 
*Significant at the .05 level 
**Difference between mean of “Crown of the Continent” respondents ( x 1) and statewide respondents ( x 2) 
 
Section 4: Importance Attributes 
The importance level of 42 geotraveler attributes were calculated and are shown 
in Table 13 from highest to lowest mean score.  The most important attributes to 
statewide respondents are clean waterways (5.43) and clean air (5.38), followed by 
wildlife viewing opportunities (5.30), scenic vistas (5.32), and amount of open space 
(5.28).  On the other end of the spectrum, the least important geotouristic attributes for 
respondents were local breweries (3.34), performing arts (3.12), and public 
transportation, with a mean score of 2.94.  Of the four attributes in this scale which are 
perceived to be the opposite of the principles of geotourism, shopping malls (2.65) and 
box stores (2.51) had the lowest mean scores out of any items in the scale.  However, 
both franchise accommodations (3.61) and franchise restaurants (3.36) outperformed 
multiple attributes of geotourism.      
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Table 13: Mean importance scores related to geotouristic attributes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Indicates “non‐geotouristic” attributes 
 
 
While traveling in Montana, how important are the following attributes? Mean 
Score 
Clean waterways 5.43 
Clean air 5.38 
Scenic vistas  5.32 
Wildlife viewing opportunities 5.30 
Amount of open space 5.28 
Opportunity to view the night sky 5.16 
Access to public lands 5.09 
Access to waterways 4.97 
  
Pedestrian friendly atmosphere 4.80 
Montana’s land ethic 4.66 
Main streets that reflect the local culture and heritage of the destination 4.64 
Paths for walking & biking 4.63 
Eating at restaurants where locals eat 4.58 
Historical attractions 4.52 
Environmental practices of accommodations 4.49 
Locally owned restaurants 4.48 
  
Restaurants serving local products 4.27 
Visitors education on preserving the local environment 4.22 
Availability of MT made arts & crafts 4.18 
Availability of other MT made products 4.17 
Visitor education on preserving the local culture 4.13 
Native American history 4.10 
Availability of recycling bins 4.08 
Historical tours 4.00 
Local accommodations 3.95 
Local shops/boutiques 3.93 
  
Museums 3.82 
Native American events 3.72 
Franchise accommodations* 3.61 
Information regarding how businesses preserve and protect the local 
culture 
3.58 
Local guides 3.50 
  
Cultural events 3.43 
Festivals 3.42 
Farmers markets 3.41 
Opportunity to donate to MT environmental/conservation efforts 3.37 
Art galleries 3.37 
Franchise restaurants* 3.36 
Local breweries 3.34 
Performing arts 3.12 
  
Public transportation 2.94 
Shopping malls* 2.65 
Box stores* 2.51 
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Section 5: Segmentation of Montana Travelers 
  The exploratory research question for this study asks, “Are there targetable 
segments for statewide travelers with geotraveler tendencies?”  
Cluster analysis was chosen as the statistical test to assess this research question 
because it is widely used in tourism and recreation research (Frochot & Morrison, 2001) 
and has been successfully utilized in tourism and recreation studies in Montana for 
market segmentation purposes (McCool & Reilly,1993; Nickerson & Moisey,1999).  
Cluster analysis is a statistical technique which classifies the cases in a data set into 
groups or “clusters” based upon the similarities and differences of responses (Aldenderfer 
& Blashfield, 1984).  The goal of cluster analysis is to create homogenous groups 
(clusters) which are internally similar yet distinctly different from the other groups 
(Shoemaker, 1989).  
Cluster analysis is similar to other statistical techniques such as factor analysis 
and discriminant analysis but the differences in cluster analysis make it appropriate to use 
in this study.  For example, both cluster analysis and factor analysis identify structure 
within the data and creates clusters or factors according to this structure.  However, 
cluster analysis takes the process a step further and allocates cases or respondents to these 
structured groupings (Ryan, 1995).  Although discriminant analysis classifies cases or 
objects into categories similar to cluster analysis, discriminant analysis requires the 
knowledge of prior group membership for the cases in order to create classification rules 
(Norusis, 1988).  Conversely, in cluster analysis, not only is group membership of the 
cases unknown, but the number of groups is often unknown prior to the analysis (Norusis, 
1988).  For this study, no previous group memberships existed which eliminated the use 
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of discriminant analysis.  However, because the exploratory research question seeks to 
discover the possibility of previously unknown homogenous groups within the data set, 
cluster analysis is the appropriate initial technique for this study.   
In marketing, cluster analysis is primarily used to identify people with similar 
traits or habits in order to classify these characteristics into market segments that can be 
targeted (Norusis, 1988). Within tourism literature, cluster analysis had been used in a 
variety of ways including the segmentation of traveler benefits (see review in Frochot & 
Morrison, 2001).  Within this literature, Frochot and Morrison (2001) state that two types 
of cluster analysis are primarily used: hierarchical and non-hierarchical.  The hierarchical 
method of cluster analysis creates clusters through a single linkage of similar cases 
(Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984).  Although numerous cluster solutions can be provided, 
clusters can be contained within one another and are therefore nested (Aldenderfer & 
Blashfield, 1984).  As a result, the researcher must carefully select the number of clusters 
from this overall solution (Frochot & Morrison, 2001).  On the other hand, the non-
hierarchical method of analysis places each case into only one cluster, but the researcher 
must identify the number of clusters desired before running the analysis (Frochot & 
Morrison, 2001).  It has been argued that because non-hierarchical methods make more 
than one pass (iteration) through the data, unlike hierarchical methods, they have the 
ability to compensate for a poor initial partition of the data (Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 
1984).  Therefore, a nonhierarchical method of cluster analysis (k-means or k-cluster) 
was chosen as the preferred method for this study prior to analysis due to ease of use, the 
ability to experiment with the number of cluster solutions, and the possibility of 
correcting initial partition errors due to uncertain variable selection.  
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Although cluster analysis is currently used within travel and tourism research, 
disadvantages to the technique have been discussed. First and foremost, no clear 
consensus exists as to which analysis method is the most appropriate (Frochot & 
Morrison, 2001).  This has to do with the fact that cluster analysis does not have a unified 
set of procedures or standardized statistical checks to ensure the process has been 
conducted correctly (Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984).  However, “rules of thumb” have 
been suggested for deciding the appropriate number of clusters and the validity of these 
clusters (Frochot & Morrison, 2001).  This study established a combination of criteria 
and statistical checks for determining the appropriate number of clusters and the 
significance of the clusters. The potential clusters were examined by distance between 
clusters as well as by meaningful differences in the average scores of each cluster.  
Secondly, the clusters must be easy to understand and define.  Lastly, the clusters must be 
large enough to be useful in a marketing and managerial context.     
Now that a framework for the use of cluster analysis in this study has been 
discussed, the next section shows a step by step of how cluster analysis was used to 
assess the exploratory research question. 
Cluster Analysis of Statewide Travelers 
According to Norusis (1988), selecting the variables that are to be included in the 
cluster analysis is the foremost and most crucial step in the process (Norusis, 1988).  This 
selection is important because the initial variables chosen determine the characteristics 
which are used to identify the subgroups, and if pertinent variables are missing from the 
analysis, the findings could possibly be poor or misleading (Norusis, 1988).  As this 
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process was not guided by any one theory, various attributes were carefully considered 
for inclusion into the cluster analysis.  Cluster analyses were initially performed on 
demographic information including income, age, and education level, as well as variables 
from the GSI travel behavior section.  Although some of the aforementioned criteria for 
acceptable clusters were met, the similarities between the groups as well as the size of 
each cluster were not sufficient to create meaningful results.  The reason for this could be 
due to the fact that many respondents responded highly on the geotourism travel behavior 
scales, thus increasing the similarity between groups. 
After more consideration, the importance scale was looked at more closely.  
Cluster analyses including all 42 items in the scale, both as an average and as a variety of 
individual geo-attributes, were conducted.  The criterion again was not met.    
Next, the 4 items which are perceived to be the opposite of geotourism, non-
geoattributes in the importance scale (box stores, shopping malls, franchise hotels, and 
franchise restaurants) were used as the variables in the cluster analysis because each 
variable had a large distribution of scores across the sample indicating the possibility of 
distinct clusters.  As the selection of the number of clusters for non-hierarchal clustering 
methods is a subjective process (McCool & Reilly, 1993), several analyses were run with 
different numbers of clusters while observing the distance between clusters (Ryan, 1995).   
A three cluster solution (Table 14) provided distance between the clusters, clusters which 
were easy to define, and three clusters which each contained a substantial number of 
respondents for the purpose of making management and marketing decisions.  
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Table 14 provides the mean scores for each cluster according to the four non-
geoattribute variables included in the analysis as well as the F significance score from the 
ANOVA table.  However, it must be stated that because cluster analysis maximizes the 
differences between the groups (clusters), these observed significance levels will reveal 
the maximum difference and thus can only be used for descriptive purposes.  It is 
suggested that an appropriate test of the applicability of cluster solutions comes from 
examining a set of external variables as they relate to the clusters (Aldenderfer & 
Blashfield, 1984).  Not only does this demonstrate external validity, but it also allows the 
researcher to profile each cluster (Frochot & Morrison, 2001).  The mean scores of each 
scale related to the GSI travel behavior section are listed in Table 15 while Table 16 
contains means scores for each cluster based upon the variable in the importance scale.  
Table 17 provides demographic and trip characteristic information and Table 18 displays 
residency information.  The following subsection profiles each cluster.     
Table 14: Mean scores and ANOVA significance levels 
Non‐Geotraveler Attributes  Marginal
Geotraveler 
(N=140) 
Want It All 
Geotraveler 
(N=100) 
Scenic Access 
Geotraveler 
(N=150) 
F Significance
Shopping Malls  2.13 4.49 1.86 <.001
Box Stores   2.06 4.10 1.84 <.001
Franchise Restaurants  4.02 4.17 2.20 <.001
Franchise Accommodations   4.56 4.29 2.27 <.001
 
 
Table 15: Mean scores based upon the four scales of the GSI travel behavior section 
Scale  Marginal
Geotraveler 
Want It All 
Geotraveler 
Scenic Access
Geotraveler 
Cultural Heritage Behavior  4.26 4.30 4.27 
Aesthetics Behavior   5.11 4.99 5.11 
Well Being of the Local People Behavior 3.40 3.49 4.41 
Environmental Behavior   4.37 4.42 4.45 
Overall Geotourism Score   4.24 4.23 4.53 
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Table 16: Mean scores based upon the geo‐attribute importance scale 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Importance Attributes Marginal
Geotraveler 
Want It All 
Geotraveler 
Scenic Access
Geotravelers 
Scenic vistas 5.36 5.13 5.39
Wildlife viewing opportunities 5.36 5.22 5.27
Clean waterways 5.33 5.45 5.45
Clean air 5.32 5.41 5.38
Amount of open space 5.28 5.04 5.39
Opportunity to view the night sky 5.07 5.14 5.19
Access to public lands 4.94 4.98 5.26
Access to waterways 4.86 4.92 5.07
Pedestrian friendly atmosphere 4.66 4.98 4.75
Main streets that reflect the local culture and heritage of the 
destination 
4.59 4.67 4.60
Montana's land ethic 4.55 4.76 4.62
Historical attractions 4.52 4.70 4.34
Eating at restaurants where locals eat 4.49 4.62 4.57
Locally owned restaurants 4.44 4.49 4.47
Environmental practices of accommodations 4.44 4.73 4.30
Paths for walking & biking 4.43 4.78 4.61
Restaurants serving local products 4.31 4.46 4.05
Visitor education on preserving the local environment 4.13 4.46 4.05
Availability of other MT made products 4.06 4.51 3.99
Availability of MT made arts & crafts 4.04 4.45 4.05
Visitor education on preserving the local culture 4.02 4.35 3.97
Native American history 4.01 4.23 3.97
Availability of recycling bins 3.98 4.31 3.91
Historical tours 3.96 4.41 3.75
Local accommodations (B&B, non-chain hotels, cabins, 
etc) 
3.79 3.89 4.07
Museums 3.74 4.05 3.67
Native American events 3.63 3.94 3.58
Local shops/boutiques 3.61 4.60 3.69
Information regarding how businesses preserve and 
protect the local culture 
3.43 3.97 3.39
Local guides 3.37 3.91 3.28
Festivals 3.36 3.82 3.13
Cultural events 3.31 3.78 3.20
Local breweries 3.21 3.54 3.36
Farmers markets 3.19 3.84 3.27
Opportunity to donate to MT environmental/conservation 
efforts 
3.17 3.78 3.23
Art galleries 3.17 3.73 3.21
Performing arts 2.99 3.54 2.89
Public transportation 2.75 3.34 2.81
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Table 17: Cluster frequencies and means of demographic and trip characteristics 
 Marginal
Geotraveler 
Want It All
Geotraveler 
Scenic Access
Geotraveler 
Household Income           
 < $50,000 12% 24% 19% 
 $50K -$75K 29% 28% 20% 
 $75K -$100K 30% 13% 25% 
 $100K - $150K 14% 17% 23% 
 $150K- $200K 5% 9% 6% 
 > $200,000  9% 9% 7% 
    
Level of Education    
   Some high school 1% 2% 1% 
    High school/GED 14% 16% 10% 
Some college 25% 23% 25% 
 Associates Degree 7% 10% 7% 
 Bachelors Degree 27% 29% 29% 
 Masters Degree  14% 14% 18% 
Ph.D. or Professional 12% 5% 9% 
    
Average Age 53.5 51.3 52.9 
    
Average nights in MT 4.7** 6.1** 7.5** 
    
Have you ever visited MT?    
Yes 77% 80% 74% 
No 23% 20% 26% 
    
Gender of Respondent    
Male 56% 39% 53% 
 Female  44% 61% 47% 
*Note: Numbers have been rounded and may not add up to 100% 
**Note: In order to address the potential of a skewed distribution due to outliers, the 95
th
 percentile (28 days) was chosen to delimit 
the data set.   
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Table 18: Residency Information of Clusters 
Marginal Geotraveler  Want It All Geotraveler  Scenic Access Geotraveler 
Visitor Residence Visitor Residence Visitor Residence
US  US US  
11%  MN,WA 12%  WA 11%      WA 
10%        ID   8%  ID  10%      CA  
8%         CA  7% CA  6%       TX 
4%         CO, FL, OR, UT, WI  6%  MN, ND 5%        MN,CO,MI,OR,WI,FL,UT 
3%  IA, ND, TX, WY  5%  UT 3%        ID,OH,TN 
2% MI, VA  4% NV, WI 2%        AZ,IL,IN,MA,NV,VA,WY 
1%        GA, IL, LA, MO, OH, PA, AK,  
AL, AZ, IN, KY, MA, MD, NC, NJ,NM, 
NV,OK,RI,SC 
3%        AZ 
2%        CO,IL,NY,OR,TX,WY 
1%       AK,IA,KS,KY,NJ,NM,SD, 
HI,ME,ND,NE,NY,OK, 
 1%       AK,DE,FL,GA,IA,LA,MD, 
MI,OH,PA,SD,TN,AK 
 
 
  
Canada  Canada Canada  
1%     British Columbia, Alberta, 
Manitoba, Ontario 
11%  Alberta  1%     Alberta, British Columbia, 
Newfoundland, Quebec 
  4%         Saskatchewan   
 2%         British Columbia, Ontario  
  
Overseas Overseas Overseas 
1% Italy 1%  Belgium, Mexico 1%  Germany, Netherlands, 
New Zealand 
 
The Marginal Geotraveler 
The Marginal Geotraveler group contains 140 respondents or 36 percent of the 
sample.  These respondents placed a high level of importance on franchise restaurants 
and franchise accommodations while traveling in Montana, but found shopping malls and 
box stores to be unimportant to them.   
When examining the importance placed on geo-attributes, the Marginal 
Geotraveler scored the highest on only one geo-attribute, and had the lowest score on 19 
of the attributes. Although these less than distinctive results prompted the naming of the 
Marginal Geotraveler, the group still has some distinguishing characteristics.    
The Marginal Geotraveler is the oldest of the 3 groups at 53.5 years of age and 
stayed the fewest number of nights (4.7 nights per trip).  The Marginal Geotraveler is 
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well educated, with 27 percent having a bachelors degree, 14 percent having a masters 
degree, and 12 percent having a PhD or professional degree.  In terms of income, the 
Marginal Geotraveler ranked in the middle of the three groups, with almost 60 percent 
having a household income between $50,000 and $100,000 per year.  This group had the 
highest percentage of male respondents, with 56 percent, and the lowest percentage of 
females at 44 percent. 
Geo-attributes with aspects of the aesthetic and environmental dimensions of 
geotourism were the most important to the Marginal Geotraveler while in Montana, 
which included scenic vistas, wildlife viewing opportunities, clean waterways, and clean 
air.  Marginal Geotravelers can also be characterized by their lack of importance placed 
upon cultural events and local attractions such as farmers markets, local breweries, art 
galleries and performing arts.  However, historical events and tours were important to 
Marginal Geotravelers.   
Overall, these respondents were likely to behave in a geotouristic manner while 
traveling (mean score of 4.24 on the travel behavior section of the GSI).  However, of the 
three groups, they scored the lowest on the well being of local people behavior scale 
(mean score of 3.4) which reveals a tendency to use both local and franchise travel 
services.  
 The Want It All Geotraveler 
The Want It All Geotraveler encompassed 100 respondents or 26 percent of the 
sample.  This group is made up predominately of females (61%) rather than males (36%) 
and is also the youngest group, with an average age of 51.3.  Although Want It All 
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Geotravelers are an educated group (almost 30 percent of respondents had obtained a 
bachelors degree), there is more distribution among all levels of education than in the 
other two groups.  Want It All Geotravelers also ranked as the lowest grossing group in 
terms of household income.  Twenty-four percent of respondents earned less than 
$50,000 per year, while 28 percent of respondents reported an annual household income 
between $50,000 and $75,000.  Eighty percent of Want It All Geotravelers were repeat 
visitors to the state, which is the highest percentage of any group.    
The Want It All Geotraveler group contained substantially more Canadian 
respondents than either of the other groups.  Visitors from Alberta made up 11 percent of 
Want It All Geotravelers, second only to the state of Washington (12%). The provinces of 
Saskatchewan (4%), British Columbia (2%), and Ontario (2%) were also better 
represented than in other groups.   
Want It All Geotravelers can truly be characterized by the level of importance 
placed upon the majority of attributes in the importance scale.  This group scored the 
highest on 31 out of 38 geo-attributes.  The distribution of scores across each attribute 
confirms that this group quite uniformly scored highly throughout the scale.    
Want It All Geotravelers also placed a higher level of importance on geo-
attributes related to local culture in the form of events, art galleries, and festivals, as well 
as local shops/boutiques, and the availability of MT arts, crafts, and other products than 
either the Marginal Geotraveler or the Scenic Access Geotraveler.   
Want It All Geotravelers also placed more importance on visitor education on 
preserving the local environment and culture as well as information on how businesses 
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preserve and protect these assets.  Lastly, Want It All Geotravelers placed a significantly 
higher level of importance on the opportunity to donate to Montana environmental and 
conservation efforts than either of the other two groups.    
 The overall travel behavior score for Want It All Geotravelers (4.23) indicates a 
tendency to behave in a geotouristic fashion while traveling.  However, similar to 
Marginal Geotravelers, an average score of 3.49 on the well being of local people scale 
shows a tendency for Want It All Geotravelers to seek out both franchise and local 
services while traveling.  This profile shows that Want It All Geotravelers are the most 
unique group to come out of the cluster analysis.     
The Scenic Access Geotraveler 
The Scenic Access Geotraveler group had 150 respondents or 38 percent of the 
sample, making this the largest group.  The group is the most evenly divided according to 
gender while the average age (52.9) of Scenic Access Geotravelers places the group 
between Marginal Geotravelers and Want It All Geotravelers. Scenic Access 
Geotravelers spent the most nights per trip in Montana (7.5 nights) and were also an 
affluent group, with almost 50 percent of respondents reporting an annual household 
income between $75,000 and $150,000.  Scenic Access Geotravelers are also an educated 
group.  Twenty-nine percent had obtained a bachelors degree, 18 percent had a masters 
degree, and nine percent had received a PhD or professional degree.  The Scenic Access 
Geotraveler group contained the lowest number of repeat visitors of any group, but was 
still largely made up of repeat visitors (74%).    
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Scenic Access Geotravelers placed the highest value on seven geo-attributes 
including: scenic vistas, clean waterways, amount of open space, opportunity to view the 
night sky, access to public lands and public waterways.  These results led to the naming 
of the group and indicate the possibility of Scenic Access Geotravelers being a 
sightseeing and recreation oriented group.   
Unlike the Want It All Geotraveler, Scenic Access Geotravelers placed a low 
level of importance on attributes related to the cultural dimension of geotourism.  Scenic 
Access Geotravelers rated festivals, cultural events, and performing arts as less important 
than either of the other groups.  These aspects place the Scenic Access Geotraveler in line 
with the characteristics of the Marginal Geotraveler.     
The group also had the highest overall travel behavior score of 4.53 (Table 15), 
indicating a strong likelihood of behaving in a geotouristic fashion while traveling.  
Unlike the other groups, Scenic Access Geotravelers scored a full point higher, on 
average, on the well being of the local people scale showing that Scenic Access 
Geotravelers are more willing to seek out local travel services than franchise services.   
Summary 
This chapter provided results from the statewide geotourism study in five 
sections.  The first section assessed the reliability and validity of each scale used in the 
statewide geotourism instrument.  Each of the four scales from the GSI travel behavior 
section (aesthetic, cultural heritage, environmental, and well being of local people) which 
were included in the statewide instrument, as well as the importance scale created for this 
study, were analyzed and deemed to have acceptable alpha scores related to internal 
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consistency.  These tests proved that the survey instrument is capable of measuring 
geotraveler tendencies and assessing the research questions associated with this study.  
The second section presented a description of statewide respondents through 
demographic and trip characteristic information.  The overall sample was a relatively 
affluent and educated constituency with a high rate of return visitors who spent an 
average of six nights in the state during their most recent trip.  The third section provided 
a comparison of the mean scores of the travel behavior section from statewide 
respondents as well as C of C respondents.  Results show that C of C respondents, on 
average, scored higher on each of the four scales of the travel behavior section.  
However, statewide respondents scored well enough to still be considered geotravelers.  
The fourth section reported the most and least important geo-attributes to respondents 
while traveling in Montana.  Aesthetic and environmental attributes such as clean air, 
clean waterways, scenic vistas, and wildlife viewing opportunities were rated as the most 
important geo-attributes to respondents while traveling in the state.  Conversely, public 
transportation, performing arts, and local breweries proved to be the least important.  The 
fifth section of the results chapter focused upon the exploratory research question for this 
study, which involved the possibility of creating targetable segmenting of statewide 
travelers with geotouristic tendencies.  Three groups (Marginal Geotraveler, Want It All 
Geotraveler, and Scenic Access Geotraveler) were successfully segmented using cluster 
analysis.  The next chapter discusses these results in depth and provides conclusions and 
recommendations based upon the results. 
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
 
Based upon the results from chapter four, this chapter provides conclusions and 
implications for the three research questions posed in this study.  After the three research 
questions have been addressed, the implications for marketing and management practices 
are discussed.  Suggestions for future research close the chapter.  
Research Question One: 
Are statewide travelers in Montana geotravelers? 
The travel behavior section of the Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI) was 
included in the statewide geotourism survey to assess this overarching research question.  
The mean scores of statewide respondents were first looked at according to the four 
scales included in the travel behavior section.  Respondents scored highest on the 
aesthetic behavior scale (5.06), followed by the environmental scale (4.43), cultural 
heritage scale (4.29), and the well-being of the local people scale (3.73).  On average, 
respondents were at the least somewhat likely to behave according to the principles of 
each dimension of geotourism while traveling.  An overall score related to all four scales 
was also calculated.  The mean score of 4.34 indicated that the statewide respondents 
intercepted for this study were more likely than not to behave in a geotouristic fashion.   
 These statewide scores were also compared to a sample from the “Crown of the 
Continent” (C of C) study.  The C of C respondents, on average, had higher mean scores 
on each of the four scales.  Their overall geotourism score of 4.81 also was higher than 
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the statewide respondent’s mean score of 4.34.  There are several possible reasons for 
these higher scores.  First, it is conceivable that intercept location played a significant 
role.  Intercept sites used in the C of C study were focused in a region of the state 
considered a “geotourist” location by National Geographic.  These sites included local 
businesses (restaurants and accommodations), festivals, towns, cultural heritage sites, 
national parks, national wildlife refuges, and other unique sites.  Many of these sites were 
included on the National Geographic C of C geotourism mapguide.  Therefore, it should 
not be too surprising that the results from the C of C study showed very high average 
scores on the dimensions of geotourism.  Visitors travel to the northwest region of 
Montana to participate in geotouristic activities because that is specifically what the 
region offers.  Intercepting respondents in these specific locations had a good probability 
of yielding high marks on attitudes and behaviors related to geotourism.   
 On the other hand, respondents for the statewide geotourism study were 
intercepted at locations around the state which were believed to be neutral locations.  
These locations (gas stations, rest areas, airports) were chosen because any traveler 
coming to Montana, regardless of planned activities or destinations within the state, had 
an opportunity to stop at one of these locations.  However, there were no questions on the 
statewide geotourism study which addressed the respondents intended destinations or 
activities while traveling in the state.  This was simply beyond the scope of the study.  It 
is entirely possible that many respondents were simply passing through areas where they 
were intercepted on their way to other parts of the state.  The popularity of specific parts 
of the state (i.e. Glacier and Yellowstone National Parks) as travel destinations aids in 
this possibility.  However, it cannot be assumed that respondents were only headed to 
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these two areas of the state.  In this sense, it is logical that statewide respondents would 
score lower on the travel behavior section of the GSI than C of C respondents.  Another 
possible reason could be the type of visitor intercepted for each study and the purpose of 
their trip to Montana.  C of C visitors were intercepted at locations where respondents 
were most likely on vacation as their primary purpose for being in the state.  The 
statewide study intercepted visitors with various purposes including: vacation, visiting 
family and friends, business, and simply passing through.      
The mean scores of statewide respondents do still indicate a penchant to behave in 
a geotouristic manner while traveling.  The overall mean score of 4.34 indicates that the 
statewide visitors intercepted for this study are indeed geotravelers according to their 
behavior.  The mean scores of statewide respondents related to each variable in the travel 
behavior section also reflect this assertion (Tables 9-12). However, independent t-tests 
conducted on statewide respondents and C of C respondents related to each of these 20 
variables shows higher mean scores for the C of C respondents.  The test also shows a 
statistically significant difference between the groups on 18 out of the 20 variables.  The 
means of both groups might have been high on the scale, but there was still a significant 
difference between the groups.   
 The two variables which did not reveal a statistical difference between the groups 
were locally owned accommodations and franchise hotels.  Although there was no 
statistical difference between the groups, both the C of C respondents (mean score of 
4.13) and the statewide respondents (mean score of 4.03) were likely to use local 
accommodations during their travels.  Interestingly, both groups also stated that they 
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were somewhat likely to seek out franchise hotels while traveling (mean score of 3.71 for 
C of C and mean score of 3.87 for statewide respondents).  This variable was also only 
one of two in the travel behavior section in which statewide respondents had a higher 
mean score.  The only other variable that statewide respondents scored higher on than C 
of C respondents was the likelihood to seek out franchise restaurants.  Although C of C 
respondents did not rule out franchise restaurants while traveling (mean score of 3.11), 
statewide respondents stated that they were, on average, more likely to seek them out 
(mean score of 3.58).   
 These results reveal two important things.  Although statewide respondents 
continually scored lower on the travel behavior section of the GSI than C of C 
respondents, these statewide travelers can be seen as geotravelers.  Secondly, these 
independent t-tests reveal similarities in the two samples regarding the likelihood of 
choosing both local and franchise services while traveling.  Further discussion of these 
two points continues during the assessment of the second research question.             
Research Question Two:  
What are the most important and least important geotouristic attributes to 
nonresident visitors in Montana? 
  The importance scale in the statewide geotourism survey was created in order to 
understand the most important and least important attributes of geotourism (geo-
attributes) to nonresident visitors.  These geo-attributes were linked specifically to 
visitors’ travels in Montana, thus focusing the questions on a particular travel destination.   
Results of the study show that the most important geo-attributes to statewide respondents 
are tangible and contain elements of both the aesthetic and environmental dimensions of 
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geotourism.  These eight attributes each had a mean score of approximately 5.0 or above 
on the 6-point importance scale.  The two most important geo-attributes to travelers were 
clean waterways and clean air, with a mean score of 5.43 and 5.38 respectively.  Scenic 
vistas (5.32), wildlife viewing opportunities (5.30), amount of open space (5.28), the 
opportunity to view the night sky (5.16), access to public lands (5.09), and access to 
waterways (4.97) were also very important to respondents while traveling in Montana.  It 
is important to note that during a qualitative study of visitors to Montana, all of these 
attributes were mentioned as being associated with the overall destination image of 
Montana as “Big Sky Country” (Nickerson & Boyle, 2009).  When asked to describe 
Montana, these attributes were described vivedly by visitors and were also mentioned as 
reasons why they had decided to return to the state for additional trips (Nickerson & 
Boyle, 2009).  In this sense, it is not a surprise that these attributes were rated as very 
important to statewide visitors.   
 On the contrary, some geotourism attributes scored poorly on the importance 
scale.  The lowest rated geo-attribute on the scale was public transportation, with a mean 
score of 2.94.  Interestingly, this was the only geo-attribute to receive an average score 
below 3.  With a score of 2.94, it can be said that this attribute is somewhat unimportant 
to statewide travelers.  Other somewhat unimportant attributes included performing arts 
(3.12), local breweries (3.34), art galleries (3.37), opportunity to donate to MT 
environmental/conservation efforts (3.37), farmers markets (3.41), festivals (3.42), and 
cultural events (3.43).  In addition, due to the absense of a neutral point, the importance 
of local guides (3.50) can be viewed as indifference toward the attribute, and thus is at 
best somewhat unimportant.  Although these attributes scored the lowest of all geo-
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attributes in the scale, none of these rated poorly enough to be completely dismissed as 
areas of interest for visitors traveling to the state.  In addition, over fifty percent of the 
geo-attributes ranked between 3.6 and 4.8, indicating that statewide travelers placed 
varying degrees of positive importance upon the majority of geo-attributes on the scale.  
These results along with the high scores on the travel behavior section show that 
statewide visitors are indeed geotravelers.  The focus of the discussion now shifts to the 
importance these visitors placed on attributes perceived to be non-geotouristic.         
 Within the 42-item importance scale, four attributes existed which were 
essentially seen as the opposite of the definition of geotourism cited from Stokes et al 
(2003).  These attributes were: box stores, shopping malls, franchise restaurants, and 
franchise accommodations.  Box stores (2.51) and shopping malls (2.65) scored the 
lowest out of all items in the importance scale, indicating that on average statewide 
travelers find them to be unimportant during their trip to Montana.  Franchise restaurants 
faired better, with a mean score of 3.36, and franchise accommodations broke the 
indifference threshold with a mean score of 3.61.  Although the respondents stated that 
these two franchise attributes were somewhat unimportant to somewhat important to 
them while traveling in the state, results from the GSI travel behavior section indicate 
that these respondents, on average, were somewhat likely to seek out both franchise 
accommodations and franchise hotels while traveling.  Even though these attributes were 
not rated as extremely important by respondents while in Montana, they still had the 
probability of seeking out these franchise services while traveling.  Although the scope of 
these questions is different, it can be seen that there is the possibility of some disconnect 
between the importance placed upon attributes and how visitors actually behave.  It has 
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been suggested that values can influence attitudes, which in turn can be a determinant of 
behavior intentions  (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).  However, behavioral intentions are just 
that, an intent to behave in such a way (Ajzen, 2001).  Therefore, like attitudes, the 
importance placed upon an attribute cannot directly predict actual behavior but can 
influence behavioral intentions (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).   
 In the C of C geotourism study, results showed that visitors overwhelmingly 
agreed that supporting local businesses was important to them.  However, results from 
the travel behavior section of the GSI showed that these respondents, although likely to 
support local businesses, scored almost a full point lower on the scale than on the 
attitudinal portion.  In addition, these respondents did not rule out the likelihood of 
seeking out franchise restaurants and franchise accommodations while traveling.  This 
type of disconnect between scales and the similarity of responses in local and franchise 
travel behavior choices have been observed in both geotourism studies in Montana 
regarding these franchise variables.  Boley (2009) stated two possible reasons for the 
similarity of responses.  First, he simply stated that these similarities could indicate that 
geotravelers are likely to use both local and franchise services.  He also stated that this 
could possibly be due to the convenience of the services as well.  Secondly, these two 
variables were meant to measure non-geotraveler behavior but were included in a scale 
with variables meant to meausure geotraveler behavior (Boley, 2009).  Although the 
franchise variables were not negatively worded, Boley (2009) stated that respondents 
could have been confused by the sudden change in questions as well as fatigued because 
the scale was placed at the end of the GSI.  Both of these reasons could have contributed 
to misintrepretation of the questions (Boley, 2009).       
91 
 
 These reasons could also apply to the geotourism study on statewide travelers.  
However, the franchise variables in the GSI travel behavior section were placed near the 
beginning of the survey, and the franchise variables in the importance scale were placed 
at the top of the scale.  Therefore, it is not believed that fatigue was a factor in 
misintrepretation of the questions.  However, the stark contrast between these non-
geotouristic variables and the rest of the variables could have lead to some confusion by 
respondents.  With that being said, both franchise variables were placed immediately 
after the local accommodation and local franchise variables which provided a direct 
contrast in order to prevent confusion which could potentially occur if the four variables 
were placed apart from each other.  Results from the statewide study indicate that 
travelers have the potential to use both franchise restaurants and franchise 
accommodations.  In the GSI travel behavior section, statewide respondents rated 
franchise restaurants and accommodations higher than C of C respondents (Tables 9-12); 
the only variables in which statewide respondents were higher than C of C respondents.  
From this researcher’s perspective, the notion of convenience suggested by Boley 
(2009)  could also be a factor in decision making as many franchise accommodations and 
restaurants are well advertised and in many cases very visible from roadways and thus 
easily recogniziable.  Franchise travel services can also reduce uncertainty for consumers 
because the level of products or services offered can be known beforehand from exposure 
to advertising or from previous consumer experience (Berry, Seiders, & Grewal, 2002).  
Plus, it is possible that accommodations and restaurants are not necessarily a critical part 
of the trip experience for respondents and are seen as simply places to eat and sleep in-
between activities. Other factors including travel party (family, friends, relatives,etc) 
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could also affect decision making (Gitelson & Kerstetter, 1995).  This issue is discussed 
further in the conclusions to research question three, which are presented below. 
Research Question Three: 
Are there targetable segments for statewide travelers with geotraveler tendencies? 
In order to address this exploratory research question, the statistical technique of 
cluster analysis was used to segment groups based upon similarities within and 
differences between the groups.  Three criteria were used to find acceptable clusters.  The 
potential clusters were examined by distance between clusters as well as by meaningful 
differences in the average scores of each cluster.  Secondly, the clusters had to be easy to 
define and understand.  Lastly, the clusters had to be large enough to be useful in a 
marketing and managerial context.   After running a variety of cluster analyses with 
demographic, travel behavior, and importance variables, a seemingly viable analysis was 
found using the four perceived non-geotouristic attributes in the importance scale 
(shopping malls, box stores, franchise restaurants, franchise accommodations).  The three 
clusters (Marginal Geotraveler, Want It All Geotraveler, and Scenic Access geotraveler) 
were profiled using external variables in order to access the validity of the clusters as 
targetable segments. 
The results brought up a number of important questions and issues.  First, the 
Marginal Geotraveler group and the Scenic Access Geotraveler group proved to be 
somewhat similar to each other.  Although education, household income, age, percentage 
of repeat visitors, and gender of respondents differed slightly, the demographic 
information for both groups can be seen as roughly the same.  A significant difference in 
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demographic or trip characteristic information came from the average number of nights 
spent in the state during their trip.  Marginal Geotravelers stayed an average of 4.7 nights 
while Scenic Access Geotravelers stayed an average of 7.5 nights. 
In addition, the Marginal and Scenic Access Geotraveler groups placed very 
similar levels of importance on the geo-attributes.  A few of the more noticeable 
differences came in the level of importance placed on access to public lands, historical 
tours, visitor education on preserving the local environment and culture, local 
accommodations, and festivals.      
The largest differences between the two groups came from the variables which 
were used to perform the cluster analysis.  Neither group placed a significant level of 
importance on box stores or shopping malls, but Marginal Geotravelers placed a high 
level of importance on franchise restaurants and accommodations while the Scenic 
Access Geotravelers did not.  The most concrete conclusion that can be made is that 
Scenic Access Geotravelers strongly prefer local travel services and tend to stay a few 
days longer than Marginal Geotravelers who place importance on both franchise and 
local travel services.     
The Want It All Geotraveler group proved to be the most unique in terms of 
demographics and importance scores.  Although all three groups can be considered 
relatively affluent and educated, the Want It All Geotravelers were the least educated 
group and reported the least amount of household income.  Most interesting, the majority 
of Want It All Geotravelers were women (61%).  This was the only group in which more 
than half of the respondents were female.    
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The Want It All Geotraveler, on average, placed noticeably more importance on 
many geo-attributes that ranked near the bottom of the importance scale for other groups.  
These included cultural aspects of geotourism (events, festivals, art galleries, performing 
arts, farmers markets, museums) and the opportunity to donate to 
environmental/conservation efforts in Montana.  The Want It All Geotraveler also scored 
higher on visitor education on preserving the local culture and environment, the 
availability of MT made goods, and the availability of recycling.  Although the Want It 
All Geotraveler places a high level of importance on many of the same attributes as 
Marginal and Scenic Access Geotravelers, they are also focused on geo-attributes which 
these other two groups have shown to have lower levels of importance on.  In this sense, 
there clearly is a segment of statewide travelers who have a preference for different geo-
attributes.  
Despite the aforementioned differences, the three groups displayed many 
similarities.  All three rated aesthetic and environmental geo-attributes as the most 
important for them while traveling in Montana.  Most of these geo-attributes obtained 
mean scores of five or above on the importance scale, while a few others were rated just 
below five. 
The most important conclusion coming from this cluster analysis has to do with 
the variables used in the cluster analysis.  As discussed in previous sections, the issue of 
franchise versus local travel services has come about in both the C of C geotourism study 
as well as this statewide study.  From this analysis, it can be concluded that the level of 
importance placed upon franchise services does not necessarily mean that respondents are 
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not geotravelers.  In fact, by looking at the averages on the travel behavior section as well 
as the importance section, it can be determined that respondents in each of the three 
segments are geotravelers and some are not so different from each other.  The Marginal 
Geotraveler placed a much higher level of importance on franchise restaurants and 
accommodations than did the Scenic Access Geotraveler, yet in most other facets they are 
similar.  The Want It All Geotraveler, who placed a high level of importance on franchise 
restaurants and accommodations as well as box stores and shopping malls, rated highly 
on the same geo-attributes as the other two groups.  The only difference is that Want It 
All Geotravelers scored higher on a few geo-attributes which were considered somewhat 
unimportant by the other two groups.  Nonetheless, all three groups are geotravelers.      
Further, all three groups stated that the following geo-attributes were important to 
them: locally owned restaurants, local accommodations, restaurants serving local 
products, and environmental practices of accommodations.  By looking at these geo-
attributes as well as the non-geotouristic attributes used to segment the groups (Table 19), 
it becomes clear that franchise versus local is not necessarily the issue for many 
geotravelers.  The management practices of accommodations and restaurants is as 
important if not more important.  Although both the Marginal Geotraveler and Want It 
All Geotraveler groups placed importance on both franchise and local restaurants and 
accommodations, they rated the management practices of these businesses as more 
important than or just as important as the ownership of the business.  In fact, both  groups 
rated the management geo-attributes higher than the Scenic Access Geotravelers further 
indicating that they are as concerned, if not more concerned, about this issue as with 
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actual ownership, even though many franchise travel services can be individually owned 
by local residents.     
With that being said, the Scenic Access Geotraveler group still rated about a four 
on the importance of the management geo-attributes.  Although this group places far 
greater importance upon using local rather than franchise services, these scores indicate 
that the management of the local services is still important to them. 
 
Table 19: Business Ownership versus Management Practices 
Variables  Marginal
Geotravelers 
Want It All 
Geotravelers 
Scenic Access
Geotravelers 
Franchise Restaurants  4.02 4.17 2.20
Franchise Accommodations  4.56 4.29 2.27
Locally owned Restaurants  4.44 4.49 4.47
Local accommodations  3.79 3.89 4.07
Restaurants serving local products 4.31 4.46 4.05
Environmental practices of 
accommodations 
4.44 4.73 4.30
     
This discussion provided valuable information, but the question remains as to 
whether or not the groups created from the cluster analysis are targetable segments.  This 
is a difficult question to answer for a number of reasons.  First, all three clusters placed 
what can be considered a high level of importance on the majority of geo-attributes which 
shows that while in Montana, traveling according to the principles of geotourism is 
important to statewide visitors.  Secondly, the holistic nature of the concept of 
geotourism (Stokes et al, 2003) encompasses various forms of tourism, which in itself 
includes market segments such as ecotourists, cultural and heritage tourists, and 
community-based tourists.  However, the essence of a geotraveler is a person who helps 
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to sustain and enhance the geographical character of a destination by participating in all 
aspects of travel (Stokes et al, 2003).   
The Want It All Geotraveler did provide a measure of segmentation according to 
the different principles of geotourism.  The Want It All Geotravelers rated certain aspects 
of cultural heritage tourism as more important than the other groups in the analysis which 
provided differentiation from the other groups.  This group also contained a significant 
number of respondents increasing the likelihood of profitability if the segment was to be 
targeted in a promotional campaign.  Most importantly the Want It All Geotraveler 
provided access to a segment which cannot be as easily identified in the other groups, 
female geotravelers.  For these reasons especially, the Want It All Geotraveler can be 
initially considered a targetable segment.   
The Marginal and Scenic Access Geotraveler, although somewhat similar, can 
also be seen as targetable geotraveler segments and tendencies exist within these groups 
which should be further considered for marketing purposes.  The Scenic Access group, 
for example, shows the possibility of geotravelers who are most interested in sightseeing 
and recreation activities during their travel experience.  In addition, it can be seen from 
the Scenic Access Geotraveler group that those who are not interested in franchise 
restaurants or franchise accommodations tend to stay in the state, on average, longer than 
those who are interested in these services.  This finding bodes well for Montana’s tourism 
industry because more days spent in the state for traveling purposes leads to more money 
spent.  More specifically, these results show that Scenic Access Geotravelers stay longer, 
and will inevitably spend more money at local establishments which helps to keep the 
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flow of tourism dollars within the state and aids in the prevention of economic leakage 
(Kahn, 1997).  This tendency for respondents preferring only localized services is a 
targetable geotouristic attribute.   
The Marginal Geotraveler is less discernable, yet is still a targetable segment.  
This group proved to be the oldest, stayed the fewest number of nights in the state, and 
used both franchise and local travel services.  In this sense, the Marginal Geotraveler 
could be viewed as a more “mainstream” traveler who already has a set agenda or is 
constrained by time.  It is possible that these constraints could lead to the Marginal 
Geotraveler being more convenience driven during the travel service decision making 
process (Berry, Seiders, & Grewal, 2002).  As a result, these Marginal Geotravelers 
might choose an accommodation or restaurant based upon ease of access as opposed to 
making the decision based upon inherent values or beliefs.   
However, simply because Marginal Geotravelers spent less time in the state than 
other groups does not mean they possess fewer geotraveler tendencies.  This group still 
rated geotouristic attributes high enough in importance to be considered geotravelers and 
they constituted a significant portion of the overall sample indicating this segment should 
not be overlooked.    
In Chapter 2, a review of geotourism segmentation showed that the process has 
been successfully undertaken by Stokes et al (2003) as well as the state of Montana 
during the beginning phase of the branding initiative (Tourism, 2007).  Stokes et al 
(2003) acknowledged the three strongest geotourism market segments identified in the 
TIA study were similar in their attitudes about travel, their beliefs in protecting and 
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perserving travel destinations, and were alike in some of their demographic information.  
With that being said, each of the segments “posessed a somewhat unique geotourism 
profile” (p.29).  These comments are reflective of the clusters created in this study, where 
all could be considered “somewhat unique.”  From an actual marketing position, it is the 
opinion of this researcher that although the Want It All, Scenic Access, and Marginal 
Geotraveler groups can be seen as targetable segments, the profitability, accessibility and 
reachability of each group should be further examined in order to determine if any of the 
three can truly be considered marketable segments worthy of more attention. 
    It must be noted that the segmentation process in this study was based upon an 
exploratory research question meant to see if there was a possibility of creating targetable 
segments from statewide travelers with geotouristic tendencies.  Although somewhat 
different segments were created, there is a possibility that certain limitations hampered 
the process.       
A variety of variables were used in the segmentation process, but only one 
statistical technique, cluster analysis, was used.  In addition, the distribution of attribute 
scores, especially in the lower ranking variables such as local breweries and public 
transportation, showed some variability between the respondents within the clusters.  The 
distributions among the scores could be used as a threshold to place respondents into 
predetermined groups prior to using a segmentation technique such as discriminant 
analysis.  This could possibly produce more distinct and marketable segments.   
Conclusions drawn from the three research questions associated with this study 
have raised issues related to management and marketing implications for the use of 
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geotourism as an overarching philosophy for travel destinations including Montana.  A 
discussion of these implications is presented in the following section. 
Implications for Montana’s Tourism Industry 
Management Implications 
Results from this study have shown that statewide visitors are in agreement with 
the principles of geotourism.  These happen to be the same principles that guide the 
management of Montana’s tourism industry via The Montana Tourism and Recreation 
Charter.  It is rather encouraging to see that the state’s tourism industry and the visitors 
who travel to the state are on the same page regarding the sustainable management of 
Montana as a travel destination.   
In this regard, the state of Montana has achieved a very difficult task of including 
the interests of many stakeholder groups, and the satisfaction of visitors, into the creation 
of a blueprint for the long term management of local resources.  This has been 
accomplished by focusing on the unique characteristics of Montana, which are valued by 
both the local residents and the visitors.  By focusing upon the commonalities between 
these stakeholder groups, a preliminary strategy has been achieved which benefits the 
visitor as well as the local people.     
The Charter is merely a stepping stone in the right direction.    As of now, only 
twenty groups have signed the charter.  The stated goal is to have 50 counties and 75 
cities ratify the Charter by 2012 (Charter, 2007).  The variations in the groups who have 
signed the charter, however, indicate widespread support of the charter across many 
levels of business and industry.  It is expected that convention and visitor bureaus 
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(CVBs) as well as regional tourism offices would be some of the first to sign the Charter 
due to their affiliation with Montana tourism.  However, advocacy groups such as The 
Northern Rockies Region of the National Parks Conservation Association and the 
Montana Preservation Alliance have also signed on.  Cities in Montana have also ratified 
the charter as well as those concerned with and put in charge of the quality of water in 
Northwest Montana: The Flathead Basin Commission and the Whitefish County Water 
District.   
Advocacy of geo-management in Montana must be spread across multiple levels 
in order to be successful.  In fact, the true long term success of geo-management relies 
upon a cohesive strategy which begins with state legislation and runs through state and 
federal agencies operating in Montana, to local communities and businesses, to local 
residents, and finally to the visitors themselves.  This long term solution is not an easy 
task to implement nor does this study provide substantial answers to this solution.  
However, steps in the right direction have been put in place with the geo-management 
philosophy of The Montana Tourism and Recreation Charter.       
At this juncture, the creators of the Charter, the Montana Department of 
Commerce and the Montana Office of Tourism, can spearhead this comprehensive 
strategy by focusing upon the needs of local residents and visitors respectively.   
The Charter includes provisions directed specifically at local residents.  Without 
the support of the local community, geotourism will not work because these people are 
relied upon to build business partnerships and support those in the community who 
actively help to maintain the Montana way of life.  Those residents who are not directly 
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involved in tourism still play a major role in geo-management by helping to preserve the 
working landscape of Montana.  This is essential to the economic viability of the state as 
well as the unique character of place which visitors travel to experience.   
  A discussion of sustaining Montana’s working landscape and unique character of 
place cannot take place without speaking out about natural resource protection.  This 
issue is paramount to the long term success of geo-management.   
In stating what is most important to them, statewide respondents were loud and 
clear about what makes Montana unique as a travel destination: clean water and air, wide 
open spaces, abundant wildlife, the opportunity to view the night sky, easy access to 
public lands and waterways and the unspoiled nature of each of these attributes.  In order 
to maintain this destination image in the mind of visitors, the state of Montana must 
continue to protect its natural resources.  These resources, in turn, bring in more dollars to 
the state when preserved, since travelers associate these highly valued resources with the 
state as a travel destination.  As soon as visitors become aware of serious degradation to 
the travel attributes which make Montana unique, the state will begin to lose its 
competitive advantage as a destination, thus losing a substantial amount of money for the 
local economy (Pigram, 1980).  
 The importance statewide respondents placed upon franchise and local travel 
services also has management implications.  Results from this study indicate that many 
statewide travelers value the responsible management practices of accommodations and 
restaurants as much, and sometimes more, than the distinction between a franchise and a 
local establishment.  Both types of establishments should realize that their management 
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philosophies do make a difference to their customers.  The name on the sign is not 
necessarily going to bring in or deter customers (except for those in the Scenic Access 
Geotraveler group from the cluster analysis).  From the perspective of franchise 
accommodations in Montana, implementing environmental practices helps to reduce 
resource usage, which not only saves the businesses money, but contributes to Montana’s 
comprehensive geo-management strategy.  In addition, marketing these environmental 
practices to geotravelers who use these accommodations (i.e. Marginal and Want It All 
Geotravelers) shows customers that what they value is also valued by the travel services 
they have chosen to use (Buckley & Araujo, 1997).  The same can be said for franchise 
restaurants that choose to serve locally grown and raised food products.  Using these 
products can cut down on transportation costs and reduce the businesses’ carbon footprint 
(Boniface, 2003; Mitchell & Hall, 2003) while contributing to Montana’s geo-
management strategy by supporting the local economy of farmers and ranchers (Torres, 
2002), which in turn helps to maintain the state’s working landscape.   This philosophy 
also shows geotravelers that even though the restaurant might not be locally owned, the 
establishment values and is committed to the long term sustainability of Montana.  
Marketing these types of management decisions for franchise businesses is crucial for 
customers to realize that the services they have chosen are indeed in line with their values 
while traveling.   
 Local accommodations and local restaurants must also abide by the same 
management philosophies in order to attract new customers and retain repeat customers.  
As the respondents in this study, on average, seek out both types of services while 
traveling, these philosophies can possibly make the difference in which service the 
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customer chooses.  Marketing of environmental practices via website and in-
accommodation literature can help to achieve this as well as special descriptions on menu 
items which feature locally grown and raised food products.   
 However, before geo-marketing strategies can be implemented, a solid foundation 
of geo-management must be established.  This provides consistency in marketing 
messages because what is advertised is actually what is represented in the product (Kotler 
& Gertner, 2002).  Secondly, this foundation provides a long term differentiation strategy 
over competitors (Hassan, 2000).  These unique characteristics can be consistently 
marketed which attracts new customers and helps to retain repeat customers as well 
(Hassan, 2000).  Marketing implications from this study are presented below.        
Marketing Implications 
Conclusions from this study show that Montana’s geo-marketing efforts are on 
the right track.  Since visitors in this study are in agreement with the principles of geo-
management, using attributes of geotourism within a marketing strategy is not only 
logical, but can be very effective.  Currently, the geotourism mapguides have publically 
identified the northwest and southwest regions of the state as geotouristic regions.  Future 
marketing strategies must keep in mind that the entire state of Montana is governed as a 
geotourism destination and should be marketed as such.  Highlighting the unique features 
of the many different regions of Montana will provide visitors with an opportunity to 
behave in a geotouristic manner in areas other than Glacier and Yellowstone National 
Park.  As long as visitors are aware of the many geotouristic areas of the state, it is 
possible that they will actually stop and enjoy these areas instead of simply getting gas 
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and moving through.  Marketing the rest of Montana in such a way also provides 
potential revenue for local people who live and work in these areas sometimes forgotten 
by travelers on their way to the national parks.  In fact, it could be argued that visitors can 
have a more “geotouristic” experience in a small location like Lewistown, Montana as 
opposed to a tourist hub such as West Yellowstone, Montana.   
In addition to traditional print advertising, these types of locations could also 
achieve “geotraveler” status through social networking.  A “geotravel blog” and a 
facebook page with geotraveler discussions on the Montana Office of Tourism website 
would allow the state to highlight these seemingly lesser know locations to those visitors 
looking for a unique travel experience.  These social media tools, open to visitors, allows 
stories from the perspective of the traveler to be told for the benefit of other visitors who 
are looking for the same kind of experience (Pan, MacLaurin, & Crotts, 2007).  This type 
of free marketing communication provides exposure for Montana towns as well as 
valuable feedback for travelers wanting to behave in a geotouristic fashion.  It is 
especially important for social media marketing communications to be used as an 
education tool for geotourism.  One important thing gleaned from this study is that 
statewide travelers might behave in a geotouristic fashion and find attributes of 
geotourism to be important to them, but they do not know they are “geotravelers.”  By 
openly displaying what constitutes geotourism to the traveling public, visitors can form a 
connection to the term and forge an identity for themselves as geotravelers.  Ideally, 
identifying oneself as a geotraveler will evoke a sense of pride from knowing that one 
can make decisions while traveling which helps to sustain the unique character of a place.  
These geotravelers will want to share their sense of pride with likeminded people as well 
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as those who might not, as of yet, consider themselves geotravelers but are looking for 
the same types of experiences.  A geotravel blog and facebook page on the Montana 
Office of Tourism website is potentially a great platform to facilitate this exchange of 
information while building relationships with potential and returning geotravelers.  
Education regarding geotourism is also vital for local residents and all travel 
related businesses in the state.  Many within the travel and tourism industry in Montana 
are unfamiliar with the concept of geotourism and some perceive the notion of 
sustainable management in a negative context associated with a political agenda.  When it 
can be understood that geotourism seeks to incorporate the needs and wants of visitors 
and locals alike, while sustaining the local economy and strong sense of place associated 
with Montana, it is possible that more people and businesses around the state will agree 
that geo-management is a good thing for Montana.  A geotourism handbook distributed to 
businesses throughout the state offers a starting point.  The handbook will include a basic 
background on geotourism, why it is beneficial to local residents and businesses, and 
what geotravelers are looking for when visiting the state.  In this way, employees and 
business owners can grasp the concept and take steps to become part of the 
comprehensive geo-management and marketing strategy which has been facilitated by the 
Montana Office of Tourism and the Department of Commerce.      
Contributions to Tourism                  
  This study contributes to the field of tourism research by suggesting a geo-
management and geo-marketing framework for travel destinations.  The viability of this 
framework has been aided by the example of Montana as a destination that has 
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implemented these strategies, highlighting geotourism as a long term solution for 
profitability within sustainable tourism.  Although the framework used National 
Geographic’s Geotourism Charter and MapGuides as a foundation, this is the first 
academic framework known to the researcher to show the progression of a travel 
destination following the principles of geotourism.   
This study also tested the viability of the GSI created by Boley (2009) to measure 
geotraveler tendencies across multiple regions.  The entire instrument had been deemed 
reliable but had only been tested in one region, which happened to be designated as a 
“geotouristic destination” by National Geographic.  The travel behavior section of the 
GSI proved to adequately examine the geotouristic travel behavior of statewide visitors 
across multiple regions.   
The geotourism importance scale also contributes to the field of tourism by 
providing a measure of geotouristic tendencies specific to one travel destination.  This 
scale helped to understand the most valued and least valued geo-attributes to travelers 
while in Montana.  It also provides a valuable segmentation option to look at differences 
between the preferences of various types of geotravelers.         
Future Research 
Although a few of the future research questions proposed in the C of C study have 
been addressed in this study, geotourism is still a relatively new concept with many areas 
of potential research.  In particular, where do geotravelers spend their time while in 
Montana?  From this research, we know that the respondents were intercepted at various 
locations throughout the state.  What is not known is where in the state the respondents 
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visited either before or after being intercepted.  In other words, the visitors might have 
been intercepted in a location where they were simply passing through and were not 
spending a significant amount of time.  But these visitors, on average, can be considered 
geotravelers regardless of where they spend time in the state.   
Even if the visitors are just passing though, all towns, communities, and travel 
regions must realize that these travelers are geotravelers.  By knowing what these 
customers want, these areas can specifically create the travel experience desired.  In this 
way, not only can these areas contribute to a visitor’s travel experience in Montana but 
they have the possibility of persuading visitors to staying longer or returning in the 
future.    
  Another potential area of research has to do with predicting geotraveler behavior 
based upon traveler tendencies.  For example, can the level of importance placed upon 
historical attractions predict actually attending a historical attraction while traveling?  
Although preliminary results from this study offer conflicting correlations between 
importance and behavior, further investigation and the use of various statistical 
techniques such as regression analysis might yield more concrete results.  Also, using 
demographic information to predict geotraveler behavior could be beneficial to better 
understand the validity of the target market of geotravelers focused upon for marketing 
strategies. 
Future research should also concentrate on the geotouristic tendencies of 
Montana’s various types of travelers.  For example, a comparison of the geotouristic 
tendencies of vacationers versus travelers who entered the state for other purposes 
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(visiting family and friends, business, passing through, etc) could yield important 
information about the specific tendencies of these various types of travelers in Montana.  
This information could be used for marketing purposes to target these groups of travelers. 
While it cannot be assumed that residents of the state would have similar 
responses to the importance attributes as nonresident visitors, future research should ask 
residents the same questions and compare the mean responses from each group.  If 
residents and visitors value the same things, the quality of life for Montana residents may 
be enhanced, and certainly not diminished. 
It is also suggested that additional research be conducted to look at the business 
owner perspective on geotourism attributes.  If business owners are on the same page in 
terms of what is important to visitors, it will be easier for them to support statewide geo-
management efforts including natural resource protection.  If the land is accessible and 
the waters and airways are clean, then visitors will come to Montana, spend money, and 
in turn, keep the entrepreneurial spirit alive in Montana.  Montana’s land ethic of 
preservation and access not only helps the business owner, it helps all residents of the 
state.     
Now that this study shows that attributes of geotourism are important to statewide 
visitors, it is recommended that a study regarding how well visitors perceive that the state 
of Montana performs in providing these attributes should be undertaken.  This research 
would provide a report card of Montana’s geotourism performance to all stakeholders in 
Montana’s tourism industry.  This valuable feedback can help to ensure that Montana’s 
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tourism industry is managing its destination properly and in accordance with the 
principles of geo-management. 
 Further, results from this study have indicated that many respondents who use 
franchise services while traveling do possess geotouristic tendencies.  In depth discussion 
has also revealed that these respondents are as concerned with, if not more concerned 
with, the management practices of travel services as opposed to the ownership.  
Therefore, it is suggested that survey questions related to franchise travel services be 
taken out of the statewide geotourism study prior to future implementation. This allows 
future geotourism research to focus more closely on more pertinent issues other than 
simply if respondents use franchise travel services or local travel services.      
Lastly, extending the statewide geotourism study for a longer period of time and 
increasing the number of surveys distributed could add more statistical power to the study 
due to increased variation in responses.  A larger and more comprehensive market 
segmentation could be conducted.  This larger study should take place in a few years so 
that results can provide a larger check of the geotourism market segmentation tactics used 
by The Montana Office of Tourism in their branding initiative.      
Concluding Remarks 
  The intent of this research was to understand the geotouristic tendencies of 
visitors to Montana at the statewide level.  Because Montana’s tourism industry has 
implemented both geo-management and geo-marketing strategies, it was important to 
find out if visitors to the state are in agreement with the principles of geotourism and 
indeed behave in a geotouristic fashion.  On average, statewide respondents were likely 
111 
 
to engage in geotraveler behavior and while traveling in Montana, these respondents 
placed a high level of importance on geo-attributes associated specifically with the state.  
Another important finding to come out of this study was that there is not a single all-
purpose “geotraveler” in Montana.  Respondents showed that some travelers are more 
interested in certain aspects or attributes of geotourism than other travelers.  These 
differences can be seen in the Want It All, Marginal, and Scenic Access Geotraveler 
segments created from the overall sample of statewide respondents.  Fortunately, the state 
of Montana has the ability to provide unique experiences for these various geotraveler 
groups, both from a natural resources perspective as well as a marketing and managerial 
perspective.  Continuing to implement and reinforce different types of geotouristic 
experiences provides a profitable differentiation strategy for Montana and will only make 
the state more desirable as a travel destination for new and repeat visitors alike. The fact 
that 77 percent of those intercepted for this study had visited the state previously shows 
that Montana’s distinct sense of place is resonating with visitors and that as a travel 
destination, the state is at the very least meeting if not far exceeding the expectations of 
visitors while still maintaining and highlighting Montana’s unique character of place.    
It is hoped that other travel destinations and organizations throughout the world 
will adapt geo-management and geo-marketing as a way to help sustain the unique 
character of place, provide a quality living environment for local residents, and provide 
distinct travel experiences for visitors.  In this way, the principles of geotourism offer 
hope for the future of special places.   
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Appendix B. Intercept Sites 
Statewide geotourism survey locations and the number of surveys collected at each location 
Intercept Location  Number of Surveys Completed  Percent of Total 
Glendive  34  8.2% 
West Yellowstone gas stations  32  7.7% 
Miles City  28  6.7% 
Dillon  28  6.7% 
Shelby  26  6.3% 
West Glacier  25  6.0% 
Missoula Airport  23  5.5% 
St. Mary  20  4.8% 
East Missoula  16  3.8% 
Unspecific Locations  14  3.4% 
Whitefish  14  3.4% 
Livingston  12  2.9% 
Four Corners  11  2.6% 
Bozeman gas stations  10  2.4% 
Billings Airport  10  2.4% 
Gardiner  9  2.2% 
St. Regis/Superior  8  1.9% 
Billings gas stations  8  1.9% 
Big Sky  8  1.9% 
Cut Bank  7  1.7% 
Kalispell Airport  6  1.4% 
Big Timber  6  1.4% 
Havre  5  1.2% 
"Y" Junction (Muralt's Missoula)  5  1.2% 
Red Lodge  5  1.2% 
Rest Area‐Bozeman  5  1.2% 
Rocker  5  1.2% 
Columbus  5  1.2% 
Kalispell gas stations  3  0.7% 
Columbia Falls  3  0.7% 
Plains  3  0.7% 
Bozeman Airport  3  0.7% 
Big Fork  3  0.7% 
Polson  3  0.7% 
Lolo  2  0.5% 
Crow Agency  2  0.5% 
Port of Roosville  2  0.5% 
Hungry Horse  1  0.2% 
Hamilton  1  0.2% 
Sidney  1  0.2% 
Wolf Point  1  0.2% 
Belgrade  1  0.2% 
Ennis  1  0.2% 
Helena gas stations  1  0.2% 
Total  416  100% 
 
